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By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 11598) granting an increase
of pension to Henry N. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11599) granting an
increase of pension to A. P. Moore; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, =

By Mr. HARTMAN: A bill (H. R. 11600) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Fleegle; to the Commitiee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 11601) granting an
increase of pension to Ellen Curley; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 11602) granting an increase of pension to
Mark A. Handy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 11603)
granting an increase of pension to Willinm L. Taylor; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11604) granting an increase of pension to
Emeline B. Marmming; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 11605) granting a pension to
Katherine A. Belford; to the Commiftee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PICKETT: A bill (H. R. 11606) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph Richards; to the Committee cn Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. REILLY : A bill (H. R. 11607) granting a pension to
Jane Williams; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11608) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Leary; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R. 11609) granting an increase
&f peusion to William Ross; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

Ons.

By Mr. WILSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11610) granting a
{:en:}on to Frances A. Francis; to the Committee on Invalid

‘ensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Papers in re bill granting an in-
crease of pension to George Thompson, jr., late of Company K,
First Regiment Pennsylvania Cavalry; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BARNHART: Petitions of Thomas Bros., of Grass-
creek, Ind., and merchants of Carlisle, Ind., protesting against
the enactment of a parcels-post law; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, resolutions by Cigar Makers' Union No, 33, of Indian-
apolis, Md., urging investigation of alleged kidnaping of John J.
McNamara ; to the Committee on Rules.

Also, petitions of merchants of Leesburg and New Paris, Ind.,
protesting against the passage of the parcels-post law; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. :

Also, petition of South Bend (Ind.) druggists, against the
ip}usage of House bill 8887; to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

Also, petition of socialists of South Bend, Ind., against alleged
kidnaping of J. J. McNamara ; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: Petition of numerous eiti-
zens of South Dakota asking for a reduction in the duty on raw
and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of Rine & Ulsh, of Beavertown, Pa.,
favoring reduction in duty on raw and refined sugars; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions from
Salem Local, United Shoe Workers of America, protesting
against the proceedings incident to the arrest of the secretary-
treasurer and two other members of the International Bridge
and Structural Iron Workers' Union for alleged complicity in
the dynamiting of the Times Building at Los Angeles, Cal.; to
the Committee on Rules.

Also, resolutions from Local No. 35, United Shoe Workers of
America, of Marblehead, Mass., calling upon Congress for an
investigation of the method of procedure in the arrest of John
J. McNamara, general secretary-treasurer of the Structural
Iron Workers, with a view to releasing McNamara if it is
found that the arrest was unconstitutional; to the Committee
on Rules.

Also, petition of H. H. Story and 11 other residents of Merri-
mae, Mass., favoring a reduction in the tariff duty on raw and
refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JAMES : Petition of citizens of Kuttawa, Ky., asking
for a reduction of the duty on sugar; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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By Mr. MADISON: Petition of numerous citizens of Gray
County, Kans,, asking for reduction in the duty of sugar; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. REILLY: Resolutions adopted by two associations
of business men of Connecticut, protesting against the Sulzer
pR:(L);cels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

ds.

By Mr. WHITACRE: Resolutions of Loecal Assembly No. 3,
Watch Case Engravers' Association of America, protesting
against methods used in arrest of John J, McNamara and others
ind indorsing the Berger resolution; to the Committee on

ules.

By Mr. WHITE: Affidavits supporting House bills 11466 and
11468; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, evidence supporting House bills 11467, 11469, 11470,
11471, 11472, and 11473; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

SENATE.
WebpxEspay, June 14, 1911,

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m.

z lPra:;er by the Chaplain, Rey, Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D., as
ollows :

Almighty God, our heavenly Father, for this day, commemo-
rative of the love and devotion which gave to our country the
symbol of our liberty and of our Union, we render unto Thee
sincere and humble thanks. Keep alive, we pray Thee, in the
hearts of this united people the fire of patriotic ardor. In Thy
grace grant that evermore this may be the land of the free
because the home of the brave. And unto Thee who rulest
over the kingdoms of men, and whose we are, and whom we
serve, be all glory in earth and m heaven, now and forever
more. Amen, :

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.

ERADICATION OF CATTLE TICKS IN ALABAMA.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a eommuni-
cation from the Secretary of Agriculture transmitting, in re-
sponse to a resolution of the 11th ultimo, a memorandum set-
ting forth in detail the operations of the Department of Agri-
culture in the eradication of cattle ticks in the State of Ala-
bama, which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to
be printed. (8. Doc. No. 47.)

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr, CULLOM presented a memorial of Burritt Grange, Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of Winnebago County, Ill., remonstrating
against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the
United States and Canada, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union
of Bellows Falls, Vt., remonstrating against the ratification
of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States
and Great Britain, which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations,

He also presented petitions of the Woman’s Christian Tem-
perance Union of Providence, R. I.; of the congregations of
the Methodist and Baptist Chuarches of Dighton, Mass.; and
of the National League of Commission Merchants, praying for
the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between
the United States and Great Britain, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. GALLINGER presented a memorial of Local Division
No. 2, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Portsmouth, N. H.,
remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed treaty
of arbitration between the United States and Great Dritain,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of the Chicago Peace Society, of
Illinois, praying for the ratification of the proposed treaty of
arbitration between the United States and Great Britain, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. GRONNA presented a memorial of the congregation of the
Seventh-day Adventists Church of Streeter, N. Dak, and a
memorial of the congregation of the Seventh-day Adventisis
Church of Baldwin, N. Dak., remonstrating against the enforced
observance of Bunday as a day of rest in the District of Colum-
bia, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Westhope,
N. Dak., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined
sugar, which was referred to the Committee on Finance,
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Mr. PERKINS presented memorials of sundry citizens of
Mountain View, San Martin, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy, all in
the State of California, remonstrating against the passage of
the so-called Johnston Sunday-rest bill, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

Mr. BROWN presented sundry affidavits in support of the
bill (8. 2010) granting an increase of pension to Ransom W.
Bailey, which were referred to the Committee on Pensions.

He also presented sundry affidavits in support of the bill
(8. 2175) granting an increase of pension to Frank McDaniels,
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr, WETMORE presented a petition of the Woman’s Chris-
tian Temperance Unions of Providence, R. L., praying for the
‘ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the
‘United States and Great Britain, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. NELSON presented a memorial of the congregation of
the Seventh-day Adventist Chuch of Owatonna, Minn.,, and a
memorial of the congregation of the Seventh-day Adventist
Church of Fergus Falls, Minn., remonstrating against the en-
forced observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District of
Columbia, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. O'GORMAN presented a memorial of the Retail Mer-
chants’ Association of Buffalo, N. Y., remonstrating against the
imposition of a stamp tax on proprietary medicines, which was
referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented memorials of Potsdam Grange, Sherman
Grange, and Millerton Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, all in
the State of New York, remonstrating against the proposed
reciprocal trade agreement between the United States and Can-
ada, which were ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. ROOT presented memorials of East Schuyler Grange,
No. 576; Adams Grange, No. 391 ; Lake Placid Grange, No. 1171 ;
Whitehall Grange, No. 922; Mendon Grange; Homer Grange,
No. 834; St. Louis County Grange; Delphi Grange; Treadwell
Grange, No. 1169 ; Stockton Grange; Riga Grange, No. 168 ; East
Fayette Grange, No. 40; South Dayton Grange, No. 213; Lenox
Grange, No. 43; Jefferson County Grange; Phoenix Grange,
No. 920; Scotch Bush Grange; Glendale Grange, No. 548;
Wawarsing Grange, No. 956 ; North Hannibal Grange, No. 672;
Texas Valley Grange, No. 972; and Friendship Grange, No. 72,
Patrons of Husbandry, all in the State of New York, remon-
strating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Canada, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS,

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am directed by the Committee on Claims
to return certain bills to the Senate, with the recommendation
that they be indefinitely postponed (8. Rept. 64;, because the
claims upon which they have been based have been sent to the
Court of Claims, and are still pending there, and have never
been reported back, so that these bills have been prematurely
introduced, while the claims are in the jurisdiction of the Court
of Claims.

The bills were indefinitely postponed, as tollows.

A bill (8. 898) for the relief of James W. Kingon

A bill (8. 961) for the relief of the heirs at law of E. L. Shu-
ford, deceased ;

A bill (8. 966) for the relief of the Zion African Methodist
Episcopal Church of Beaufort, N. C.;

A bill (8. 967) for the relief of Grace Protestant Episcopal
Chureh, of Plymouth, N. C.;

A bill (8. 968) for the relle! of Salem Methodist Episcopal
Church South, of Wayne County, N. C.;

A bill (8. 969) for the relief of Beulah Primitive Baptist
Chureh, of Johnstown County, N. C.;

A bill (8. 970) for the relief of Spencer Etheredge, J. E. Berry,
and Charles Meeking, trustees of Roanoke Island Baptist
Church, Roanoke Island, N. C.;

A bill (8. 1266) for the relief of the heirs of William Samuel
Custis;

A bill (8. 1268) for the relief of Luther H. Potterfield;

A bill (8. 1269) for the relief of Bland Massie;

A bill (8. 1270) for the relief of John Henry Edwards;

A bill (8.1282) for the relief of the estate of Branon Thateher,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1287) for the relief of Norval Cox and heirs of
Robert Rolling, deceased;

A bill (8. 1292) for the relief of James H. Hottel;

A bill (8. 1303) for the relief of the heirs of John A. Jones,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1409) for the relief of the estate of Thomas W.
Maides, deceased ;

A bill (8. 1428} for the relief of Walter T. Dough;

A bill (8. 1433) for the relief of H. AL Felts;

A bill (8. 1440) for the relief of the heirs of John H. Rich-
ardson, deceased ;

A bill (8. 1718) for the relief of Clara D. Miller;

A bill (8. 1740) for the relief ot the heirs of John D. Raw-
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1141) for the relief of the estate of Richard Wise-
man, deceased;

A bill (8. 1894) for the relief of A. M. Randolph and the
other children and heirs of Robert Lee Randolph, deceased;

A bill (8. 2049) for the relief of owners of property at Pop-
ham Beach, Me.,, on account of depreciation in value of same
by reason of the locatlon of heavy guns at Fort Baldwin and
the firing thereof;

A bill (8. 2392) tortheralleto!theestn.teotEdwnrdBed
sole, deceased;

A bill (8. 2394) for the relief of Samuel H. Yarborongh and

estate of John Jones, deceased;

A bill (8. 2395) tortherellatocl!theh&lrs or estate of James
M. Alexander, deceased;

A bill (8. 2401) tort.he rellef of David O. and Daniel W,
Reece, heirs of Andrew Reece, deceased;

Abtll (8. 2404) for the reuetothelrsoreetateo.tﬂ. C.
Blancit, deceased ;

A Dbill (8. 2406) for the relief of heirs or estates of Elbert
H. Ellett and Malinda Bllett, deceased;

A bill (8. 2407) for the relief of James Williams;

A bill (8. 2409) for the relief of Thomas Seymour;

A bill (8. 2410) for the relief of heirs or estate of Benjamin
Lawler, deceased; and

A bill (8. 2690) for the relief of Alexander P. Hart, heir of
Joseph Hart, deceased.

CLAIM OF THE METHODIST PROTESTANT CHURCH,

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President, I submit a resolution from
the Committee on Claims, referring a case to the Court of
Claims, which was inadvertently omitted from the resolution
passled at the last session. I ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The resolution (8. Res. 64) was read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to, as follows:

Resclred, That the bill (8. 1731) entitled “A Dill for the relief of the
Methodist Protestant Chureh,” now pen in the Senmate, be, and the
samv is hereby, referred to ‘the Court of Claims in pumunnm of the
pmvislons of an act entitled “An act to provide for the bﬂﬁ‘m&
suits against the Government of the United Stntes," aﬁproved
7., and commonly known as the Tucker Act. the sald cunrt
proceed with the same in accordance with the provisions of such
act and report to the SBenate in accordance therewith.

EILLS INTEODUCED,

Bills were introdueed, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:

A bill (8. 2751) providing for the erection of a post-office
building at Hastings, Mich.; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

By Mr, CULLOM:

A bill (8. 2752) to correct the military record of Michael
Fitzgerald; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BROWN:

A bill (8. 2753) authorizing the Winnebago Tribe of Indians
to submit elaims to the Court of Claims; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs;

A bill (8. 2754) granting an increase of pension to O, L.
Cady; and

A bill (8. 27565) granting an increase of pension to John
Rosswork; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. BURNHAM :

A bill (8. 2756) granting a pension to Samantha Putney
Spaulding; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WETMORE:

A bill (8. 2757) granting an increase of pension to Catherine
8. Wales;

A bill (8. 2758) granting an increase of pension to Sarah A.
Peck; and

A bill (8. 2759) granting an increase of pension to Hannah G,
Edgar (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. WARREN:

A bill (8. 2760) to provide for the sale of the United States
military reservation at Fort Walla Walla, Wash., and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GUGGENHEIM :

A bill (8. 2761) to amend an act approved February 6, 1905,
entitled “An act to amend an act approved July 1, 1902, en-
titled ‘An act temporarily to provide for the administration of
the affairs of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and
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for other purposes, and to amend an act approyed March 8,
1902, entitled ‘An act temporarily to provide revenue for the
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,’ and to amend an
act approved March 2, 1903, entitled ‘An act to establish a
standard of value and to provide for a coinage system in the
Philippine Islands,” and to provide for the more efficient admin-
istration of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and for
other purposes”; to the Committee on the Philippines.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A bill (8. 2762) to correct the military record of Archibald
Craig; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2763) for the relief of James P. Howe; and

A bill (8. 2764) granting a pension to Alta Breckenridge; to
the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. FOSTER:

A bill (8. 2765) granting a pension to Clementine Chapman;
to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas:

A bill (8. 2766) to authorize the St. Louis, Iron Mountain
& Southern Railway Co. to construct and operate a bridge
across the St. Francis River in the State of Arkansas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

STANDARD OIL CO. AND AMERBICAN TOBACCO CO,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that
to-morrow, at the close of the routine morning business, I shall
have something to say on Senate concurrent resolution No. 4,
instructing the Attorney General of the United States to prose-
cute the Standard Oil Co. and the American Tobacco Co.

RECIPROCITY WITH CANADA.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed and
the calendar is in order under Rule VIIL

Mr. PENROSE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
gideration of the bill (H. R. 4412) to promote reciproeal trade
relations with the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Pennsylvania?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr, McCUMBER. Mr. President, so far as its result upon
the vote of the Senate is concerned, we might properly omit
any discussion of this subject and proceed to dispose of it.
This measure will pass the Senate by a vote of nearly 2 to 1.
It will be supported by the Democratic side of the Chamber as
a party measure, expected by them to destroy the Republican
policy of protection, and will be reluctantly supported by a
considerable number of Republican Senators, whose reasons, I
presume, will be given in a mild form in the course of debate.

I do not expect that my discussion will change a single vote
in this body. I do expect, however, that I shall be able in the
course of my remarks to establish beyond any possible contro-
versy that the enactment of this pact into a law will grievously
injure the agricultural interests of every Northern State and
will benefit the agricultural interests of no State. I do expect
to establish this fact so clearly that no Senator shall be able
to excuse his vote for this measure on the ground that by so
doing he does not strike a blow, and a hard blow, at that par-
ticular indusiry; and that he must justify his vote, if at all,
on the ground that some assumed national interest demands the
sacrifice of the agricultural interests.

In the discussion to-day I shall deal with only one phase of
the question—the injury to the grain producers of the country.
Other Senators will show the effect of this measure on other
industries, and I shall at another time deal with other features

of the bill,
RECIPROCITY,

Very shortly after the reciprocity agreement had been con-
summated by the American and Canadian negotiators and its
terms for the first time made public I carefully read all its
details. It seemed to me then to be g0 one-sided in its intended
benefits and so harmful to the interests of the people of the
State I represented and so opened the doors for the admission
of a Canadian product which I had long declared to our people
to be the one great danger which continuously threatened their
welfare, that I felt compelled to give immediate expression of
my own views and those views which I had every reason to
believe were held by the vast majority of the people of my
State in an address upon the subject made February 25 last.

I believe that this treaty, if enacted into law, would not only
postpone for many years the consummation of a hope indulged in
by the farmers of the country, a hope that had been held out
to them by every speaker and writer who sought to secure and
hold their votes for the protective policy of the country, but
that its loglical result would be to destroy the policy itself,

And I knew, Mr. President, that either the political doctrines
which I had held all my life were wrong or that this treaty was
wrong. I knew that either the promises and encouragement
which I had held out to the people of my State were ill-founded
and illogical or that such promises and encouragement would
be defeated by this measure. I must therefore either repudiate
all I have advocated for years or oppose the consummation of
this agreement.

Mr. President, so insistent has been the declaration of the
President of the United States, than whom a more courageous,
honest, fearless, and patriotic President never lived, so earnest
has been the support of those whom I know have at all times
had the interest of the people of the Northwest at heart, in
favor of this pact, that since making my former address I have
tried to see if it were possible that my political creed or my
prophecy has been bottomed on faulty premises. While I would
much prefer to be both consistent and right, if the two will not
harmonize, I will abandon the consistency.

I have therefore faithfully attended every hearing before
the Committee on Finance in which the question of the effect of
this treaty upon agricultural interests was discussed. The evi-
dence in respect thereto has been very full, very interesting,
and, to my mind, very conclusive. Most of the witnesses who
gave their testimony before the committee were men who had
made careful study of the question and were able to discuss it
in all of its bearings. The questions propounded by members of
the Finance Committee were for the most part pertinent and
searching. The spirit which seemed to dominate the committee
was the desire to get at the truth, and it seemed to me that
every question asked by any Senator of any witness was pro-
pounded for the purpose of eliciting information which would
elucidate any theory or conclusion advanced or denied.

The hearings having been completed, the matter comes before
the Senate with a great array of facts and figures. And if the
evidence contained in these hearings has not had the effect of
changing previous convictions of the members of the committee
or of those Senators who will take time to read them, it has at
least given them a vast fund of information which will enable
them to refute erroneous conclusions.

Mr. President, it is difficult for us to divest ourselves of the
influences of our life’'s environments, and especially of those
convictions engendered during the formative period of our ex-
istence when we were first brought face to face with a world
into whose conflicts we were sometimes prematurely hurried by
the necessities of our situation.

Leaving a backwoods farm, the memory of whose hardships
and limitations always touch into vibration every chord of my
sympathy, for an occupation of greater remuneration and
broader opportunities, I am compelled to admit that I carry a
degree of prejudice in favor of my early companions and of all
those who labor in the fields, whether through ineclination or
because controlling conditions have chained them to the relue-
tant soil. I start out in this argument with a conviction that
never within the period of recorded history, never since cities
were known, has the tiller of the soil lived on a plane .of
equality, measured by comforts, luxuries, or opportunities, with
the dwellers of the cities, and that the wealth and grandeur of
the cities of to-day represent a tribute exacted from the tillers
of the soil. I have the abiding conviction that there is a wrong
to be righted, and that it can only be righted by increasing the
profits of country occupations to an extent that they will equal
the profits of city occupations and trades so far as govern-
mental agency can properly and constitutionally bring about
such a result,

The earnings of the one class above that which insures com-
fort and reasonable recreation leads it into excesses and osten-
tatious show and rivalry that destroys every fiber of sturdy
character. The meager earnings of the other, the denial of
proper comforts, rest, recreation, and hygienic conditions must
be deirimental to his highest welfare. A more fair and equi-
table balance of the income and the expense of each would be
most healthful and beneficial to both,

Mr. President, we arrive at most of our conclusions in life
through our sense of observation, and we aequire certain con-
victions that can not be shaken by any sort of statistics. But
if we do study those statistics in the light of all surrounding
conditions we will find that they will generally agree with
what our observation teaches us. We know, for instance, that
the majority of people live according to their means: that
most people who have means to live in palaces do not live in
hovels; that most people who have means to array themselves
in fair and becoming fabrics do mnot dress in a shabby and
slovenly manner; that most people who have means to travel
do not tie themselves forever within the walls of their own
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homes. And when I go through this country and compare the
average farm home with the average city home—and we al-
ways are forced to deal with averages—when I compare the
home furniture of the one with the other, the shabby and
meager clothing of the ene with the other, the hours of labor
of the one with the other, the opportunities and environments
of the one with the other, the expenditure for luxuries and
unnecessaries of the one with the other, I know that the
farmer and the farmer's family receive far less for their
;abor than any other egually intelligent workmen in the United
tates,

And I further know, Mr. President, that the economie laws,
whether of ancient or modern birth, which allow, or, at least,
in this age of general emnlightenment permit, this condition to
remain, needs some amendment. I know we can not by legis-
Iative enactment remove great natural barriers or utterly over-
come the great economie laws of the weorld's supply and de-
mand as they affect the general level of values. But I do know
that every great ocountry through its revenue laws does, and
purposely does, affect the value of the products of its impor-
tant industries within its owan borders and does protect, stimu-
late, and make profitable industries which otherwise eould not
stand the test of international competition. And to that ex-
tent I invoke legislation favoring the American farmer. If I
can raise his financial condition so that his life will more
nearly correspond with the life of the average inhabitant of the
cities, I want to do se. If I can make farming more remu-
nerative by law, I want that law.

If any of you believe that the farmer of this country is to-
day receiving his proportionate share of income for his labor
and capital employed, you will be justified in saying by your
vote that he shall have no greater reward for his industry; and
if you believe that his prosperity for the next century should
not be superior to the prosperity of the average grain producer
of the sworld, you will be justified in voting for this reciprocity
agreement, because the certain effect of the vofe will be to
fix his status on that plane.

Mr. President, the farmer boy who, driving his broken and
heavy horses with his load of vegetables or cordwood for city
consumption, reverentially turns aside to yield the road to
high-bred steeds, glittering harness, and spotless carriage, or
who, by aceident, may get a glimpse, through folds of silken
tapestry, into some parlor whose shining floor he feels would
be profaned by his step, may justly be excused if he does feel
in his heart the stirring birth of some wvague, indefinite hope
that some day, some way, the walls of his own little cottage
may be broadened and heightened and all his shabby surround-
ings brought to a higher degree of beauty, with its influence
for refinement and culture. And I, who have followed this lad
and know every impulse of his heart, may also be pardoned if
I approach this subject from his standpoint and actuated by a
desire to help him and all those who live his life to realize to
some extent these hopes and aspirations.

Mr. President, I am not unmindful of some of the broad and
statesmanlike reasons which guide the minds of many in sup-
porting this reciprocal trade agreemenf. No one can deny that
one of the principal factors that enter into national prosperity
is the element of balanee of trade. Nor is there any denial of
the truth that as our agricultural surplus dwindles by reason of
home econsumption our balance of trade will decrease. In
this comneetion it may also be doubted whether our mann-
facturers will be long able to compete in the world's market
with the more cheaply produced articles of Great Britain, Ger-
many, or Japan, With our exportation of food products grow-
ing less and our supremacy in the exportation of manufactured
articles being very doubtful, we may well consider how we
ghall be able to maintain that balance of trade which has given
us our great prosperity during most of the last 40 years. These
trade conditions may justify those in supporting this bill who
believe that by this treaty we shall be able to econsiderably
inerease the exportation of our manufactured products without
materially affecting our agricultural exportations or the value
of the home preduct.

Mr. President, we shall need the balance of trade. But will
this agreement, if enacted into law, increase our balance of
trade with Canada? If it will, will that increase be purchased
at too great a priee? If it will inerease our balance of trade,
of course we will all reap some benefit from it. It may be
small, but every dellar of a balance of trade means something
to every American citizen.

It may increase our exportations of farm machinery. As the
Canadian Northwest develops, as it will undoubtedly enor-
mously develop in the next decade, there will be a ecorrespond-
ing increase in the exportation of farm machinery for the

Alberta, Saskatechewan, and Manitoba grain fields. I believe
we will have that increase whether we have reciprocity or not.
We are at present supplying the demand of that section even
with the Canadian tariff to be overcome. With that tariff off
the Canadian field may be a little more inviting, But will there
not be an increase of agricultural importations from Canada
that will more than offset the exportation of all manufactured
articles infe Canada? I feel certain this will be the result.

My investigation leads me to the conclusion that there will
be an immediate increase in the importation of Canadian pota-
toes, hay, barley, flax, wheat, oats, considerable dairy products,
and some cattle, and that in the grain trade there will be an
ever-inereasing supply from Canada as her new lands are be-
ing brought under the plow and our old lands are becoming
less productive. One thing is certain, and that is, if our prices
of cereal products continue on this side of the line to be higher,
as they are to-day, than on the Canadian line, Canada will ex-
port heavily into this country until such expertations produce
a level of prices. It may be that after the level has been ance
obtained and tirere will be no object in further importing from
Canada into this country, the prices on both sides of the line
being substantially the same, Canadian products will go di-
rectly to Enrepe imstead of the United States. But the fact
that she will have an enormous surplus for exportation, ready
to be dumped into our markets the moment our prices rise above
hers, will have the same effect in keeping our prices on a plane
with hers as though she were actually importing into this coun-
try. This is so obvious that it needs no elucidation.

And T might suggest as a further fact along this line that
there are two ways of increasing our balance of trade—one
by increasing eur exports and the other by diminishing our im-
ports; or, expressed in other words, by buying our own pred-
ucts from our own people instead of buying them abroad. A
dellar expended at home is always a dollar saved for home;
and a dollar saved is always equivalent to a dollar earned.

The Liberal Party of Canada supports this treaty on the
ground, and almost the only ground, that the American mar-
kets will afford them a field for vast exportations of agricul-
tural products. The northwestern farmers of Canada support
this pact for the same reason that the northwestern American
farmers oppose it.

In his address te the Canadian Parliament on March 7, 1911,

Sir Wilfrid Laurier said:

I stated a moment ago that the ment we made Is simply to get
better prices for the products of the !g' wnndian farmer. This is a propo-
sition so obvicus that I am surprised that it should have received gm
treatment it has received on the part of our friends en the ontside.

It is perfectly obvious to the Canadian statesman that Cana-
dian farmers will get better prices for their products, but it is
not at all obvious to the supporters ef this agreement that the
American farmers must therefore receive less for their prodnets.
Will some of these mathematically inclined supporters of this
proposition demonstrate to me how it is possible for the Cana-
dian farmer te get more for his products by sending them into
the United States if the prices are not higher in the United
States? And if it is true, as I have always supposed it was
mathematically true, that increase of quantity in a given mar-
ket tends te decrease prices, how is it possible for the Canadian
farmers’ products to come into this country in any great qnan-
tities—such quantities as would greatly benefit the Canadian
farmers—without tending to reduce the value of the American
products? Whatever may have been the views of the Ameriean
negotiators, this Canadian statesman declares the agreement
was made simply to get better prices for the products of the
Canadian farmers, He could not get better prices wmless the
American prices average higher than the Canadian prices, and
he could not get his higher prices from the American side unless
the products were exported from Canada into this counfry. So
I have strong support in my pesition, outside of facts and

which I will produce to demonstrate its correciness, in
the well-weighed and carefully worded sentences of the Cana-
dian premier.

And it is also evident that the Canadian statesman believed
that the advantage was all with Canada; that while Canadan
would increase her exports of agricultural products into this
couniry, we would not materially increase the exportation of
manufactured products into Canada, except possibly the agri-
¢ -ltural implements which I have mentioned; for in the same
address he highly complimented the Canadian minister for—
using his exact words—heving oblained from our necighbors such
an adrvantageous arrangement and having obtained it wwithout
the sacrifice of any Canadian interests. If I remember rightly,
the only thing he admitted we might gain advantage in was
in the expertation of our farm machinery.
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Thus, then, do my views aceord with the views of the Liberal
Party of Canada, that we will not increase our balance of trade
by this agreement, but, on the contrary, will diminish it, and
Canada will increase hers.

Again, it is urged by our President, and I believe not without
some jastification, that now is the accepted time to enter into
such eommercial relations with Canada as shall assure to us
the Canadian trade. “ Now or never.” In using these last words,
with considerable emphasis, the President undoubtedly had in
mind the great efforts on the part of Great Britain to secure
more close political and commercial relations with her colonies,
The effort of Joseph Chamberlain to bring about such a condi-
tion is recent history. Representation in the British Parlia-
ment by Canada would undoubtedly place the home Government
in a Detter position to secure preferential rates with Canada
than it at present occupies. But, Mr. President, unless Canada
should surrender her autonomy entirely, which I do not believe
she will do under any sort of an agreement with Great Britain,
I shall still have faith in the continuing power of that element
of human nature which we call selfishness. With her enormous
surplus at our door we need have no fears that she will not be
most glad to avail herself of the opportunity to enter so near a
market whenever our home supply will justify
us in opgning that door. I shall still believe that a people with
3,000 niiles of imaginary border line will always find means to
enter into advantageous commercial relations when such rela-
tions can be demonstrated to be of advantage to both and
without imjury to the great industries of either. But the basis
of such a commercial relation ought to be reciprocally just,
one which should not surrender the interests of one great class
of people of either country for the benefit of another great
class.

But, Mr. President, I should feel compelled to vote against
this measure for another most potent reason, even though I had
some deubts, which I have not, of the correctness of my position,
I know that the people of my State, not by a bare majority, but
in overwhelming numbers, are bitterly opposed to the ratifica-
tion of this agreement, and a vote in its favor wounld do exireme
vielence to their views and wishes. I know it is said by many
that the farmers are not so much exercised about the matter as
we are lead to believe. I have, however, taken great pains to
ascertain the sentiment of the farmers of my State, and I know,
as I have said, that they are overwhelmingly and extremely
bitter against this Canadian reciprocity,

Mr. President, I have for years been preaching to the farmers
of my State this doetrine: You are not receiving your full
share of American prosperity; you are not receiving for your
labor, hour for hour, anything like equally intelligent labor is
receiving in other vocations; you are selling the products of your
farm, the result of your labor, in an unprotected world’s mar-
ket and in cempetition with the farm products of the world,
while everything which you purchase has an artificial and en-
hanced value, due to protective duties and the higher prices
allowe@ for the labor employed in producing it. You can not
remedy this by depriving others of their protection, for in doing
g0 you will destroy your best market—the home demand. If
you should put the laborers engaged in manufacturing on an
earning basis equal only to that of the labor of the whole world,
you would thereby decrease their purchasing power and dimin-
ish their ability to purchase your products. And what is still
worse, by closing their mills you would send your own money
abroad to be expended by a foreign people in the purchase of
foreign products.

You are laboring under what is always a material disadvan-
tage and a price depresser, namely, a surplus. The great ques
tion for you is how to get rid of that surplus. There are two
ways of eliminating it—one by producing less; the other by
increasing consumption. You have the land. -It is particularly
adapted to production. You can not allow that land to be non-
productfve or to produce that which gives you no profit. It is
far better for you to increase the home consumption to take
care of thatsurplus, and maintain a living price, than to decrease
your production. You also know that a home market has a
greater influence in maintaining good prices, even though it
may not take all of your surplus, than has a foreign market.
The home consumption always reduces the volume of the sur-
plus which otherwise would have to enter in competition with
the world's production. The smaller the surplus the greater
the vglue per unit.

Now let us look this condition straight in the face and see
what is the best future policy for us as farmers. We can start
our investigation with this assured fact; There is a natuoral
limit {o acreage and production; there is no natural barrier
which will limit increase of population. Our population will go
right on increasing, but when our available acreage is all con-

verted into productive soil we can not add to that acreage. We
may increase within limits the productiveness of each acre, but
we can not increase the number of acres. It needs no expert
mathematician to demonstrate that consumption will soon aver-
take production, and that your surplus will soon be wiped out.
Yhen we began to turn the sod of the prairies lying west of the
Mississippi and east of the desert plains, we had a vast empire
of fertile land to convert, and for a while production kept more
than apace with consnmption. Prior to 1870 we were producing
about 250,000,000 bushels of wheat annually. In the seventies
there was a wonderful migration to these western lands. In
the later seventies we began to see the result of this western
settlement. Within a very few years our wheat production
mounted up to the B500,000,000-bushel mark. Since 1880 the
increase has been very gradual. We can therefore take 1880
as the beginning of the era of the greater wheat production in
the United States and use it as a proper basis for computation.
In 1880 our population was, in round numbers, 50,000,000 and
our wheat production 498,549,868 bushels. In 1910 our popula-
tion was 92,000,000 and our estimated wheat production
675,000,000 bushels. In the last 80 years, therefore, our popu-
lation has increased 83 per cent and our wheat production only
54 per cent. In a few years we will probably reach a stationary
period in the production of wheat. Our best statisticians and
those who have given the matter very great study belleve that
we can nof, under present methods of farming, raise on an aver-
age more than about 700,000,000 bushels of wheat per annum.
We will, of course, place some new lands under cultivation, but
old lands which have heretofore been used for wheat raising
must necessarily be used for other purposes.

Our per capita consumption of wheat is now about 63 bushels.
If our maximum production of wheat is 700,000,000 bushels it
would supply the needs of 107,000,000 people, in round numbers.
In other words, when our population is 107,000,000 wheat pro-
duction and consumption will be equal. How long will that be?
Two converging lines must sooner or later meet, and the period
of time in which they will meet depends upon the velocity by
which they are continued and the degree of their convergence.
A glance at our population statistics shows that from 1890 to
1900 we increased 21 per cent. From 1900 to 1910 we increased
21 per cent. We may naturally assume that we will increase
in the next 10 years at the same rate. This would be an in-
crease of 2.1 per cent per year. The population in 1910 was, in
round numbers, 92,000,000, Ninety-two million from 107,000,000
leaves 15,000,000. Two and one-tenth per cent of 92,000,000 is
1,932,000, the increase in one year. Dividing 15,000,000 by this
average yearly increase, we have eight years. Therefore, at the
present rate of increase in population and with an increase of
our wheat production up to an average of 700,000,000, consump-
tion and production will equal each other in 1918, or seven
years hence.

In the year 1918, then, your crop will sell for the world's
price, plus the tariff. If your tariff is 25 cents a bushel on
wheat, you will receive 25 cents a bushel more than the world's
price, and so of flax and barley, unless there should be a short-
age in the world's supply. But if the tariff wall is broken
down between this country and Canada the enormous Canadian
surplus will certainly bring your production to the level of the
world’s price.

There, however, will be no danger of any foed famine, be-
cause, first, there will be hundreds of millions of bushels on our
border line seeking admission; and, second, whenever the price
of our product will justify the expense of more intensive farm-
ing we can for a century at least keep up with our increasing
home demand.

- So, Mr. President, even though we were receiving no benefit
from our present protective duties the future welfare of the
farmers of wheat, barley, oats, and flax demands the mainte-
nance of the present protective law. That, Mr. President, is
what I have been praying for. I hoped to live to see the day
when production of wheat in this country might be a little less
than the home demand, just sufficiently less to give the farmer
the full benefit of protection. I know that when that time
arrives the farmer will be receiving a price for his product that
will give him for his labor a value greater than he has ever
received before, a value that will place him on a more equal
earning plane with his brothers of the city.

This has been my doctrine, this has been my hope, this is
what I have preached to the farmers of the Northwest, and as
a representative of the farmer constituency, believing in the
correctness of my doctrine and holding the convictions which I
do, that the compensation for farm labor should be materially
raised and not lowered, my moral duty is to vote against this
treaty.
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Even if we admitted that the American market is now no
better than the Canadian market, still we must answer that as
soon as consumption overtakes production in this country we
will reap an advantage, and that advantage is what we have
earned and what we have been promised as a compensation for
our sacrifices for the general principle of protection during the
last 40 years.

But, Mr. President, we are to-day and have for several years
been receiving better prices in the Northwest for our cereals
because of the protection accorded us.

And I come now directly to the question: Does the present
tariff secure to the American farmer a price for his products
greater than that which the Canadian receives, and greater
than what he would receive without the duty, or is his price
fixed by the export value of his product? Is it the home demand
or the foreign demand that governs his values?

Mr. President, let me give one rule governing commercial
values which I believe is most comprehensive and most nearly
correct. That is this: The general level of the value of staple
products, the common necessaries of life, is governed by the
world’s supply and demand. But whether prices are above or
below that level in particular sections of the world depends on
many extraneous conditions, such as local supply and demand,
freight, course of trade, and character of the particular staple
produced. This general level of wheat prices, for instance, is not
fixed by Liverpool, Hamburg, or Chicago. If the world's sup-
ply shows an overabundance it depresses the price everywhere.
If there is a world's shortage every market in the world re-
sponds in a higher general level of prices.

But while this world's supply and demand affects the general
level of values, it does not bring every market on the same level.
If the demand in a particular section is greater than the product
in that section its prices will be above the world’s level of prices.

Mr. President, the error of many men who discuss this ques-
tion is that they fail to take into consideration those secondary
influences which often are of more value than the primary cause
of supply and need.

When they consider the subject of wheat, they will say to us:
We raised this year, say, 650,000,000 bushels of wheat; we need
for home consumption 600,000,000 bushels; we therefore must
export 50,000,000 bushels; and if that 50,000,000 bushels must
compete with the world's markets, it fixes the price of the whole
of the product of this year. With this simple and academic
course of reasoning they close their investigation and refuse to
be convinced of their error.

Let me illustrate how easily their philosophy may be shat-
tered. In their mind’s eye they see a great bin of American
wheat holding 50,000,000 bushels, designated surplus. They
never stop to ask where this bin is located, whether it is at New
Orleans, San Francisco, or Minneapolis; they never ask what
particular kind of grain makes up the bulk of this surplus; they
never ask in what particular section is the bulk of this grain
raised ; they never ask where is the field of consumption for this
particular kind of grain; they never stop to figure out whether
the surplus of one kind of wheat raised in one particular sec-
tion will affect the price of another kind of wheat raised in
another section ; they lose sight of the size of their country, and
the particular territory which produces certain kinds of grain.
It never occurs to them that there may be an insufficient supply
of No. 1 northern wheat to meet the milling demand of one
section and that the millers must mix all they dare of a softer
wheat from another section to supply this deficiency; it never
occurs to them that this 50,000,000 bushels of surplus is not
in one bin located at one point, but in several large bins located
hundreds and even thousands of miles apart, and also many
smaller bins, each holding its particular species or grade of grain
and representing the special product of a particular section
with outlet only at a particular port; it never occurs to them
that one bin may be located at San Francisco with its particu-
lar kind of soft wheat, one at Minneapolis with its No. 1 north-
ern wheat, one at Chicago with its winter red, one at New Or-
leans with its turkey red. It never occurs to them that the
course of transportation may prevent the surplus of one section
being used to supply the deficiency of another section, and yet,
Mr. President, every one of these factors must be considered in
determining the effect of that surplus in different markets.

Now, suppose the San Francisco bin, which holds the surplus
of what may be designated San Francisco territory, is full to
overflowing and the Minneapolis surplus bin is empty, as it has
been for about 10 years or more. Minneapolis can not get San
Francisco wheat. Freight rates would amount to a prohibition.
Nor would Minneapolis take San Francisco wheat if she could
get it. It would not answer her milling purposes. She could
not depend on the Chicago bin for it, because she can only use
a certain per cent of the kind of wheat in the Chicago bin for

the grade of flonr which she must make to maintain the stand-
ard of her product, a standard that has given her fame and
wealth. The New Orleans bin, like the San Franecisco bin, is
out of the question, because of both the character of grain and
freight rates. Thus you will see that while each one of those
last-mentioned bins might have a discharge spout leading to
some port of exportation, the Minneapolis consumptive demand
might have for exportation none of the grain raised in Minne-
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota, parts of Iowa, Wisconsin,
and Montana which she needs for milling purposes; and all of
the grain raised in these States might have a value fixed by
the home demand; and that demand might 1ift the price consid-
erably above the price in Canada or in any other section which
was obliged to seek the open world's field with its surplus.

Now, let me bring this theory home to you in concrete facts
and figures.

I have here a table of comparative prices of the same grade
of grain in Winnipeg and Minneapolis. Winnipeg quotations,
which all grain men know to mean the price at elevators at
Port Arthur and Fort William, are taken from the market
reports at Winnipeg, and the Minneapolis quotations from the
reports at Minneapolis. They have the same grade of grain,
No. 1 northern, in both cities. But if you will examine into
the requirements of the Winnipeg and Minneapolis grades of
No. 1 northern you will see that Canadian No. 2 northern ap-
proximates our American No. 1. For instance, Canadian No.
1 northern requires 60 pounds to the bushel, Minneapolis No.
1 northern requires 58 pounds to the bushel, Winnipeg No. 2
requires 58 pounds to the bushel; and as there are generally
about 3 cents spread between the No. 1 and No. 2 grades, yon
would obtain a closer comparative price if you would add 3
cents more to each bushel at Minneapolis as you go through
this table. But as this is not generally known or understood,
we use No. 1 northern as the basis of comparison in each in-
stance.

The table referred to is as follows:

Comparative figures.
[Winnipeg 1 northern and Minneapolis 1 northern.]
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Comparative figures—Continued.
Winnipeg | Minneapolis
Datel c clnal.u.; %'au.'
price 1 price 1°, -
July @ 1o 108 120
11 126
1
i
i 1 1
1 110
105% 1 7
102 111 9
100 111 11
I | .
9 111
a7 107
4 104
91 102 B
101 13
1 1 12
b
o1 1 13
101 12
~ ﬁ }m 11
i & .-“.......ﬁi

1The day cited In each case is Saturday. 2 Hollday.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I want Senators to under-
stand that I have given here the last Saturday of every month
in every year for the years 1909, 1910, and a part of 1911,
and that on every one of those dates throughout all of the
time we could not have exported to Europe from the northern
part of this country one bushel of grain of the kind that is
enumerated in this table,

I start with July 10, 1909, when prices were nearly the same.
The price in Winnipeg was $1.31% and in Minneapolis only
$1.80§. There was then an advantage in Winnipeg of a cent
and a quarter a bushel. But that was due to speculation and
a sort of cornering of the market. It immediately went down
to its normal condition, and when we get along as far as July
81 the price was $1.19 in Winnipeg and $1.32 in Minneapolis;
the next week, August 9, $1.12 in Winnipeg and $1.28 in Min-
neapolis—16 cents difference; August 14, §110 in Winnipeg
and $1.43 in Minneapolis—33 cents difference.

Here was the same cause—speculation in the Minneapolis
markets for a few days. The bulls had the better of it and
forced the price of wheat up to much beyond the average dif-
ference between Minneapolis and Winnipeg.

Why is this great difference between Minneapolis and Fort
Willinm and Port Arthur prices? To reach water transporta-
tion Minneapolis grain must be shipped to Duluth. So far as
transportation is concerned to European countries, Port Ar-
thur and Duluth are situated about the same. The cost of
transportation to European countries is practically the same,
and yet Minneapolis and Duluth both pay uniformly higher
prices than Winnipeg pays for grain of the same grade. This
is not due to speculation or any great fluctuation caused there-
by, because, as you will observe, the spread between the two
places has for years been growing wider, and if you will look
carefully you will note that our prices advanee about in propor-
tion as our general exports decline.

And there must be some itrade condition which gives the
American farmer better prices for his grade. If you will in-
vestigate this subject still further, you will find that Minne-
apolis has practically ceased to export our commercial grade.
The testimony of Mr. Wilkins, from Minnesota, was to.the
effect that for about 12 or 15 years Minneapolis has not been
exporting at all. Yet this is the greatest wheat market in the
United States.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GArLiNger in the chair),
Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from
Minnesota ?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator might add in that connection
that Duluth for years has not exported any wheat to Europe.

Mr. McCUMBER. Not anything except a little macaroni and
the poorest grades.

I tried to find out through Minneapolis wheat firms the
cost of transportation from Minneapolis to Liverpool. I
was surprised to find not one of the principal grain firms
could give me the information. One firm which was also
doing business in Duluth and which experted some grain—I
think this was mostly macaroni or the lower grades of grain—
was able to give me the approximate cost of transportation.
But why is it that Minneapolis is not exporting and has not
been exporting grain? There is just one answer. Because she
has had to pay such prices in order to get the grain she needed
for her flour mills that she has remained above an export
basis. She is manufacturing a grade of flour for her Ameriean
as well as her export business which she must maintain at
her high standard of perfection. She must have all of the
wheat of a certain kind raised in that section of the country,
for that purpose. In faet, she must have more than what is
raised in the Minueapolis territory for that purpose, and she
must therefore reach farther South and get another kind of
grain which she can mix, sometimes as high as 30 per cent, I
am informed, with her northern wheat without reducing the
standard of her flour. Some of you still insist that Liverpool
fixes our price. I have here another table, which I procured
from the Bureau of Statistics of the Department of Agriculture,
giving the range of cash price per bushel of No. 1 northern
during each month of the years 1908, 1909, and 1910 in Minne-
apolis and Liverpool.

I am informed, and I think correctly, that the transportation
from Minneapolis to Liverpool, including insurance, handling,
and so forth, is from 15 to 16 cents per bushel; and as people
are not engaged in buying and selling wheat for amusement,
you can properly assume that the wheat would not be shipped
from Minneapolis to Liverpool unless the dealer receives from
1 to 2 cents per bushel profit upen his risk and investment,
Therefore, in order to be on an exporting basis, Minneapolis
prices would have to be about 17 cents lower than Liverpool
prices. If you will inspect the table, you will observe, taking
averages, that during the year 1908 the average price of No. 1
northern in Minneapolis was $1.11; the average price in Liver-
pool was $1.25, or 14 cents difference—less than enough to pay
the expense of transportation, and so forth. You will also
find that the average price of No. 1 northern in Minneapolis
in 1909 was $1.20, while the average price in Liverpool was
only $1.29, a difference of only 9 cents. You will also find from
the same table that the average price of No. 1 northern in Min-
neapolis during 1910 was $1.14, and the average price in Liver-
pool was $1.14, exactly the same in Minneapolis as in Liverpool;
and yet some of you keep on insisting that Liverpool fixes our
prices. There was not a single day, Mr. President, in those
three years that Minneapolis could have shipped this grade of
grain to Liverpool.

I will ask leave to introduce this table, from which Senators
can see every month the average in both of those great markets,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
is granted.

The table referred to is as follows:

Range of cash prices, per bushel, of No. 1 northern.

Month. Minneapolis. | Liverpool.
1.05-81.14 |  $1.27-§1.32
1.01- 1.10 1.19- 1.26
1.03- L11 1.18- 1.29

.95~ 108 L21-1.26
1.06- 1.11 125-1.28
1.05~ 1.10 119-1.22
1.07- 1.21 L1%- 121

.90-1.95 1.28
1.00- 1.05 1.25- .97
1.02- 1.05 1.18- 1.22
1.04- 1.08 1.18- 1.20
1.08- 1.12 1.17- 1.20

L1 | 125
1.07- 111 1.18- 1.20
1.10- 1.18 1.2-1.27
1.12- L17 1.27- 1.31
1.15- L% 1.32- 1.41
L27- 1.35 133 141
128 1.38 1.38%- 1.3
PR B T e

J97- L44 1.82- l.g

87- L01 L.30- L

.90 1.06 L16-1.19
1.01- Lo7 L17- L20
1.05- L.15 1.19- 1.21
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Range of cash prices, per bushel, of No. I northern—Continued.

Month. Minneapolis, | Liverpool.

§1.10-81.16 $1.22-81. 4
110- 1.16 1.20- .23
1.12- 1.16 L19-1.22
1.06- 1.16 118 1.23
1.03- 1.14 1.00- 1.14
1.02- 1.17 1.02- 1.10
1.13- .29 1.10- 1.27
1.09- 1.23 1.21- 1.25
1.09- 1.15 1.19- 1.24
1.02- 1.12 1.14- 1.19
+99- 1,07 L07- 111
1.00- 1.06 1.07- 1.09
1.14 114

These figures are taken from statistics compiled by the Burean of Statistics of the
Dﬁﬁmﬂ}t of Agriculture.

fractions are omitted.

Mr. McCUMBER. Now, if you will compare this table with
the previous table referred to, you will find about the same rela-
tion between Minneapolis and Liverpool prices that you find
between Minneapolis and Port Arthur. It demonstrates con-
clusively that while Port Arthur must pay for her grain Liver-
pool prices, less transportation, insurance commissions, profits,
and so forth, because of her very heavy exports, Minneapolis
does not pay for grain on the basis of an export price, but on
the basis of home consumption and demand.

I might add that Chicago for most of the year is in exactly
the same condition.

Now, Mr. President, if you will look further into this ques-
tion of northwestern products, her home consumption and her
exportation, you will again find evidence of the importance of
home consumption. We do raise a wheat in that section which
we are compelled to export, namely, macaroni. The demand of
this country for macaroni wheat is not large. I am informed
that this wheat is nearly all exported. It must therefore sell
on an export basis, And I have known the difference in price

between that kind of wheat and No. 1 northern to run from |

15 cents to 30 cents per bushel. The value of macaroni was
fixed by the foreign demand; the value of No. 1 northern was
fixed by the home demand. That is" why our northwestern
farmers are receiving a price for their product very much in
excess of the value of the Canadian product.

Now, does this benefit of higher prices accerue to the other
wheat raisers in the country, or is it limited to the wheat rais-
ers of the Northwestern States?

Mr. President, the application of this same law of supply
and demand will answer this question. Using the bin illustra-
tion again: The price of the Chicago grain will be higher or
lower than what we call the world's level in prices just to the
extent that her surplus bin is full to overflowing, partially
full, or empty. Prices will be depressed or eunlivened accord-
ing to whether the supply of grain in that market is greaf,
medium, or below the demand. Well, then, supposing there is
a surplus in the Chicago bin. Will it not follow that any con-

I

i

What is one of the principal factors that will reduce that sur-
plus? It is the demand of the Minneapolis mills for more
wheat than their territory will supply—that is, for more wheat
of the kind they can use for their standard of flour. Durum
wheat, for instance, can not be used. But the millers can use a
percentage of other grades of grain. Nearly every year Minne-
apolis draws from the Chicago territory some wheat which can
be mixed with northern wheat. This lowers the surplus; this
enhances the value of all of the grain in the Chicago terri-
tory. If the Minneapolis millers could get this No, 1 northern
wheat or No. 1 hard wheat free from Canada, which is within
her territory, do you suppose for a moment she would go into
the Chicago territory for a grain which she dare not use
beyond a certain percentage? Thus not only are the border
State farmers benefited, but every other grain State is to
some extent benefited by a maintenance of the tariff law;
and all would suffer, but not in the same degree, if that wall
is leveled.

Every farmer knows the depressing price on wheat when there
is an enormous corn surplus, and every corn producer under-
stands the depressing price on corn when there is an enormous
wheat surplus. You can not injure one of these industries
without to some extent injuring the other industries,

ACCOUNTING FOR DIFFERENCES IN GRAIN PRICES,

Finding these American prices so universally and persistently
higher on the American than on the Canadian side, those Sen-
ators and others who feel the need of some plausible excuse for
voting for a proposition which will bring all those prices to the
same level have sought in every way to demonstrate that these
differences were due to some other cause than protection. They
have tried to show that there were equivalent differences be-
tween the prices of wheat in our own different grain markets.
They have failed in every instance. When investigated it
would be found that these differences in our own markets were
transitory and that they were due either to erroneous compari-
son of different kinds of grain or to speculation, the temporary
cornering or overloading of markets or a difference in freight
rates between those markets, whereas the difference between the
Canadian and American markets was permanent, and towns on
the two sides of the border line situated the same, with rates of
transportation to the seaboard the same, showed from 10 to 15
cents a bushel on wheat, from 20 to 30 cents a bushel on barley,
and from 25 to 30 cents a bushel on flax, in favor of the Ameri-
can farmer, and that other great wheat centers having exactly
the same facilities to reach foreign markets showed the same
advantage to the American farmer.

I will again use a table which I used in a previous discussion
on the subject. This is a new Congress, with many new Sen-
ators, After this reciprocity treaty had been made public I
wired to obtain the prices of grain on both sides of the border
line between Canada and North Dakota, in towns where freight
rates would be the same. I will have printed here a table show-
ing the prices on wheat and barley, so far as I received them,
in those towns, showing their location and the distance between
them. Now, what was shown in reference to these prices on
the dates mentioned in this table has been substantially true

dition which will reduce that surplus will enhance its value? | for a good many years.

Comparative prices of wheat and barley in United Stales and Canada.

Price Price | Differ. Tarlil
Dates ?"d of | Name of gzuw;am United | “par” | Name of town in Canada. | per |ence in Distance apart. per
bushel. | bushel. | price bushel.
|
Dec. 31, 1910... sy e | 8 e T TS $0.76 | 80.14 | 15 milesapart..........cc0eeee $0.25
Jan. 10, 1911.. Emerson. a3 .52 .15 | 4 miles apart... .25
0, tns...... . .8l .15 | 2 miles apart. +25
Dec. 31, 1910.. North Portal .75 .15 | Just across li 5 +25
Jan. 11, 1911, Haskett. ... ok .83 .13 | 6 miles apart... 3 25
Dec. 31, 1910. Bolssavan..... e .81 .10 | 15 miles aprat.. e «25
Do Snowflake .17 .13 | 4 milesapart......cccvenvannns 25
Grotnae. ... 81 .10 | 2 miles apart........ A +25
Clearwater. .15 .14 | Just across the line .25
olter. . . .85 .15 | 15 miles apart.. 25
Lylaton . ] .16 | 20 miles apart.. .95
alita. . .86 .14 | 30 miles apart.. | .25
Bolssevan .86 .10 | 15 miles apart.... e + 25
DO i i tast e Cakes s o s U0 | TTADSDORY it ian svissaant:. 200 | Caxbwrteht ool oriiiiis = <13 | S milos APAIt.cccocsriiviaacsas .25
Dec. 31,1910 . % . E-mllsa apart.. « 25
Jan. 10, 1911 15 miles apart .25
Do.. 4 miles apart 30
2 miles apart .30

To understand this table I eall attention to the map on the
wall. You will see there the Great Northern line in red in
the northern parts of the States of Minnesota, North Dakota,
and Montana. You will see the great number of feeders run-

ning up to the Canadian line on the North Dakota side, with
little towns marked in black. You will see the Canadian
Pacific Railroad paralleling the northern part of the line, with
little Canadian towns marked in red coloring. You will notice
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one town exactly on the line, which is Portal and North Portal,
that is divided only by a street, with the British flag flying
on one side and the American flag flying upon the other,

The freight rates at those points on the Canadian Pacific
and on the American side are the same. They are within the
same territory, and the grain from one can be brought in bond
across the American Continent exactly the same as the other
and without the payment of any tariff. But that which you
bring in bond you have got to export. That which you do not
bring in bond you can sell in this country, and that which you
do not have to export you sell at from 10 to 15 cents on wheat
and from 20 to 30 cents on barley and from 25 to 30 cents on
flax higher than that which you are compelled to export.

Now, I will just call attention to a few of these differences.
I will take Kermit wheat. That is in the United States. The
price is 90 cents a bushel. At Estevan the price is 76 cents a
bushel. The towns are 15 miles apart and there is a differ-
ence of 14 cents. I will fake the next one—Pembina, United
States—price, 97 cents. At Emerson, Manitoba, 4 miles from
there, 82 cents, a difference of 15 cents a bushel. I will take
Portal, American side, 90 cents; North Portal, on the Canadian
side, 75 cents; a difference of 15 cents a bushel and only across
the line.

There is no use in running through all these figures, because
you can get the information from the table, but you will find
that there is, on an average, a difference of about 14 cents a
bushel on wheat. I will just quote one or two on. barley.
Pembina, 67 cents; Emerson, 42 cenis; a difference of 25 cents
a bushel in our favor and only 4 miles apart. Neche, 66 cents;
Gretna, 38 cents; only 2 miles apart and a difference of 28
cents a bhushel in our favor,

‘What is true of the difference in prices of substantially the
same grade of grain between the little towns on the border line
of North Dakota and Canada is equally true of the difference
in prices at the great ferminals in Canada and in the United
States, as I have shown by the first table which I discussed.

If you look further on the map there you will see Duluth on
the lake on the United States side and Port Arthur, or Fort Wil-
liam, I do not remember which, because they are close together,
on the nerthern side of the lake. Both of them can send their
grain through the same canal, and at exactly the same rate, to
the Old World.

The reports contained in that table dealt with cash prices—the
sale of actual wheat and not the sale of futures. I understand
that other tables have been published differing from these. I
have not read it, but I understand the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. StoNg] introduced a table that did not agree with these.
Such other tables, I think, do not refer to cash wheat, but
to wheat for future deliveries. They are simply specu-
lative. The price of the cash wheat is the basis on which
the farmer is paid. To illustrate: On April 16, 1911, Minne-
apolis May closed at 974 cents; Winnipeg May closed at 93§
cents, a difference of 3% cents; but the best No. 1 northern cash
wheat in Minneapolis closed at $1.01, while the same wheat
closed in Winnipeg at 92} cents, a difference of 8} cents. I
call special attention to this, so that you will not be misled by
quotations on futures or gambling contracts, as most of them are,
This shows absolutely what we contend—that the home demand
in this country causes the miller to bid up to get the eash
wheat, while the home demand in Canada or any country
whose surplus is so large that it must be sold abroad will place
cash wheat at a discount under the future equal to the cost of
storage, interest, and insurance (except where the future is a
new-crop option). So if we always base our figures on the
cash No. 1 northern wheat in the two markets, we will get the
real difference to the farmer.

This table showing the marked advantage of the American
over the Canadian market can not be explained away on any
possible hypothesis other than that of the protection accorded
under present tariff law. The table which I heretofore intro-
duced showing the comparative prices between Minneapolis and
Liverpool explains the whole thing. For three years we have
not been on an exporting basis. I have reference to the Minne-
apolis and northwestern market, which I have termed the
Minneapolis territory.

Mr. President, the insistence of those who have not or will
not investigate the real cause of the difference between Ameri-
can and Canadian prices on grain, that we either do not have
that difference or that it is due to some other cause, justifies
me in quoting some of the testimony introduced in the hearings
of the Finance Committee on this subjeet.

Mr, Lyon, of South Dakota, says:

For more than five years Fast the price of northern wheat at Minne-
apolis has averaged from 5 to bushel more than at Winni-

15 cents Bel'
peg. The price at Winnipeg, as you all know, Is based upon delivery

at Fort William port. From July 10, 1909, to January 28, 1911, the
price of northern wheat at Minneapolis averaged 103 cents per bushel
more than at Winnipeg.

That is practically the same as shown by the figures which
I have given, if you will add them up; I make it 10} cents,
while he calls it 10} cents.

The expense of shipment from Minneapolis to Duluth is aEproxl-
mately 134 cents per bushel, thus making a difference of about 12 cents
per bushel between the prices at Duluth and Fort William, on opposite
sides of the international line at the head of Lake Superior, and with
equal freights to Liverpool. Can anything show more clearly that the
rice of our wheat is not determined b{ the Liverpool market, as has
repeatedly stated by the President? Not only that, but the Win-
nipeg grade is higher and the weight 2 Eounds reater per bushel, and
by reason of its better quality and higher grade the Winnipez wheat
sells at from 3 to 5 cents per bushel higher than our northern wheat
whenever they meet in the same market—

But from 10 to 15 cents a bushel when they meet in the
American market—

There was therefore an average actual difference in the price of wheat
for the 18 months immediately E»recediug the negotiation of this treaty
of more than 15 cents a bushel in favor of the American farmer. The
average price pald for barley at Portal, N. Dak., on January 9 and 10,
1911, was 63 cents; at North Portal, just over the Canadian line, the

rice was 35 cents a bushel, a difference in our favor of 28 cents a
ushel. At the same time there was an average difference in our favor
of about 25 cents a bushel in the price of flax.

Mr. Lyon, of South Dakota, says further:

With oats we have at present little if any advantage in the price,
for the reason that our yield last year was about 125,000,000 bushels
greater than the year before, thus making it necessary to export a
considerable portion of our crop and thereby necessarily reducing the
price to the world’s level. In 1900, for a considerable portion of the
glear. our price of oats averaged considerably higher than the Cana-

an price, and more than 900,000 bushels were imported from Canada,
paying a duty of 15 cents a bushel.

Mr. Wilkinson, of Minnesota, says:

Thiz idea of Liverpool controlling the market has gone out of date
in the last few years and we have got a market of our own that we
have built up for ourselves, and now we are trying to defend it. The
fact is that the wheat for the last five years, though the contrast has
been greater in the latter three years, has averaged from 5 to 15 cents
a bushel more in Duluth than in Winnipeg.

And, further, he says:

The better grade of wheat has to bring up the lower price at the
other side of the line, because their market is the export market of
Great Britain; our wheat not being quite as good, but worth intrinsi-
cally from 3 to 4 cents per bnshel less, will sell from 5 to 15 cents
per bushel more on this side of the line at practlmll{ the same market
points, with practically the same facilities to get it to the markets
of the country as the other, because we have built up that home
market for our produets. That is the reason our northwestern wheat
is worth to us more money than it is in Liverpool.

Again, he says:

I make this statement, and I want to be clearly understood, that
the walue of the wheat of Canada, at Port Arthur, has been based
on what it would bring on the British market in Liverpool. I make
this further statement, that the Duluth market has averaged from 5
to 15 cents Ber bushel during that five years more for our No. 1
northern at Duluth than the Canadian No. 1 northern has brought
at Port Arthur. You can not get away from that fact,

He further says:

These facts themselves prove that we have in the Northwestern
States a home market for our wheat, and we claim that it is because
the system of protection has bullt up the factories of this country, en-
larged the manufacturing indusiries, enlarged its comsuming capacity,
and that we iook for that home market in helping you to build up and
maintain the system of protection.

Mr. Devine, of North Dakota, in his testimony says:

Flax was sold at Portal during the month of December, on the
Canadian side, at $1.80; on the American side at $2.34. I might say
now, because Portal is a town gust beyond where I live, that my barle
on the Canadian side sold for 33 cents for that month. On the Ameri-
can side it sold for 65 cents—32 cents difference. Wheat for that
month of this year sold on the Canadian gide for T4 cents; on the
American side for 99 cents—25 cents difference.

Mr. Kingman, of North Dakota, says:

It is a fact that we have had and are having to-day a premium
on our wheat over Canadian wheat of approximately 10 cents a bushel.
It has been lower than that in the last six or seven years, and it has
been higher, but our wheat has averaged in the last six or seven years
about fo cents over the Canadian price.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr, McCUMBER. With pleasure.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I would like to ask the Senator whether
it happens sometimes that the price of wheat in Minneapolis is
higher than the price of wheat in Chicago?

Mr. McCUMBER. Ob, yes.

AMr. HITCHCOCK. How does the Senator account for that?

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator has not been here all the
time that I have been discussing that question, and I have
gone thoroughly into it.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have listened to the Senator’s argu-
ment to the effect that the tariff is responsible for the faet that
Minneapolis wheat is higher than wheat across the line in
Canada. Now, I should like to ask him how he accounts for

e




o e N I O S R D e o s R

2010

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. ;

JUNE 14,

the fact that wheat in Minneapolis is frequently higher than it
is in Chicago under the same tariff?

+ Mr, McCUMBER. I discussed that question, spending nearly
an hour on it; but I will state again that prices fluctuate ac-
cording to speculation and according to the surplus that hap-
pens to be in each section of the United States. A certain see-
tion of the United States may have within its territory a sur-
plus of grain above its consumptive demand which must go to
the foreign market. Another section of the country may not
have a surplus, but a deficiency of what is necessary in its own
section, and therefore may bid up. Minneapolis is a great
home-demand seetion. She needs more wheat than she can get
of the grade that she uses for milling in her territory. She
can not go into San Franecisco territory on account of freight
rates; she can not go into what might be denominated 8t. Louis
or New Orleans territory, both on account of freight rates and
on account of the kind of grain that they raise down there. She
may go into a portion of the Chicago territory and draw from
that, to some extent, at certain times, and that will send the
Ohicago price up. If she does not go into that territory, the
Chicago prices may be down; but, independent of that, comes
great speculation, which will corner the market and send it up
at one time in one section and then in another, and then over-
load and drive it down. What I have been speaking about has
been the general eourse of cash wheat—not speculative wheat—
at the great markets, day in and day out, and I have shown
the general condition of a much higher price, even in Chicago,
and a still greater price in Duluth and Minneapolis than in
any of the territory of Canada.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So that when the farmer is compelled to
accept 93 cents for his wheat in Chicago whereas he might
receive £1.07 for his wheat in Minneapolis, that difference is
not due to the tariff, and, if that difference is not due to the
tariff, why is the difference between the price in Minneapolis
and at some point in Canada due to the tariff?

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator has got the wrong table.
I think, first, he will find it is not the same grade of wheat, and
that makes all the difference in the world.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have here the figures.

Mr. McCUMBER. As I have stated in the discussion of this
matter, you have got to consider the kind of grain in the several
markets. I am not saying the Senator has not any table, but
you have got to take the same kind of grain, and I have seen
one table which dealt with an entirely different kind of grain.
Chicago grade No. 2 red has no relation whatever to Minne-
apolis grade No. 2 northern. They sell for different purposes;
they are used for the manufacture of different kinds of flour.
One is exported and the other is not exported.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Do those two ecities deal in the same
kind of wheat?

Mr. McCUMBER. On the whole, I will say no. There is
very little of what we call No. 2 northern that goes into the
Chicago market, but it is not enough to be taken into con-
sideration.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Let me ask the Senator whether Canada
deals in the same wheat that Chicago does?

Mr. McOCUMBER. No; Canada has the same kind that
Minneapolis has.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Then the tariff is being adjusted simply
for the benefit of farmers who deal on the Minneapolis market?

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator was not present when I
gshowed that Chicago got a benefit as well as other places. If
I felt that I would be justified in going over my remarks again,
I would convince the Senator of the truth of the statement
that when the markets go up in one section of the country, in
Minneapolis for instance, and on account of a scarcity of
No. 1 northern wheat, she has got to reach down into the
Chicago territory and take a whole lot of Chicago grain that
otherwise would have to go into a foreign market. By reduc-
ing the surplus in the Chicago market she necessarily raises
the price in the Chicago market because of the commercial
rule that the smaller the surplus the greater the price per unit.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. She would not go to Chicago if she
could ﬂ to Canada.

Mr., McCUMBER. No; she would not go to Chieago if she
conld go to Canada for two reasoms, first, Canada is in what
may be called Minneapolis territory, and, second, Canada has
the particular kind of grain Minneapolis requires for her flour,
and Chicago has not the kind of grain she prefers.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doecs the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I want to see if I understand

the Senator from North Dakota correctly. Do I understand

him to say that he has been preaching to the farmers for years
ﬂ;;it qt';.ley have not received their share of the country’s pros-
D

Mr. McOUMBER. The Senator has understood me correctly.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, then, I want to ask the
Senator in all seriousness whose fault was it? Was there not
in vogue in North Dakota and in the country at large a policy
of Republican protective tariff? If protective tariff was the
thing to elevate mankind to prosperity and happiness, then,
pray God, why is it that the farmers have not received it?%

Mr. McCUMBER. I will tell the Senator why. It was simply
because we had more land, more acres to seed and raised more
crops than the American people could consume, and we had to
sell our products abroad in competition with the world’s supply.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, then—

Mr. McCUMBER. Just a moment. That is only half of it
We inereased the home consumption, and we reduced the sur-
plus, just as the protective tariff gave a better demand for our
manufactured products at home, just as it builded up our cities
and increased the consuming public in this country. Therefore
the two go hand in hand. I say to the farmers, first, the price
of your grain is, under the ordinary conditions of a great
surplus, fixed by the foreign demand. Reduce that surplus by
any economic condition and it will increase the price. That is
s0 complete an answer, Mr. President, that I do not need to go
over it again.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I have only to say—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
will please address the Chair. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield further?

Mr. McOCUMBER. Certainly. :

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, I have only,
to say that that specious argument has failed to put bread in
the mouths of the people. 1 insist, sir, that continuously that
has been the argument of Republican politicians on the stump.
‘Where it was needed their argument was that high prices would
advance the farmers’ welfare, and where it was thought that low
prices were desirable, your same policy of protection has been
advanced. The farmers have listened long years to the specious
theories of the distinguished Senator. We admit with you that
we have not had our share of prosperity; we have tried your
remedy, and it has failed; and so we are unwilling to believe
to-day that a process of taxation will make us better off. The
hatefnl and horrid and dishonest policy——

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not yield for a speech.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Of trying to make the farmer
and the average citizen believe that he may grow rich by taxing
himself is too fallacious to be listened to.

Mr. McOUMBER. Ah, Mr. President, the Senator will never
make the farmer believe that fallacious talk. You gave us a
dose of your doctrine from 1804 to 1897. The farmer got his
lesson, Mr. President, and he does not want another lesson of
that kind.

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. ILet me say——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
will please address the chair.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield to the Senator from New Jer-
sey to make his argument when I get through. I will yield
now for any question, but not for the purpose of argument.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I will have the opportunity
then anyway.

Mr. McOUMBER. I will yield for any question, but not for
an argument.

‘Our farmers have been getting the benefit of their protection
in the last three or four years. They did not get the benefit
of it during the years 1804 to 1897. Instead they then got the
benefit of a nearly free-trade doctrine. And they got all they
wanted of it. ]

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Will the Senator answer me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield for a question, but not for a

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. When the Senator says the
benefit, I desire to ask him how it is, if the farmers were so
benefited, that throughout the great eastern section of these
United States we know to-day of abandoned farms under your
protective policy?

Mr. McCUMBER. That has been answered several times
il

ere.
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, it will bear answering
again.

Mr. McCUMBER. The only difference is that the Senator
now wants us to abandon the rest of our farms and go over into
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Canada and develop theirs, and we will not do it until we are
compelled to,

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. That is not answering the
question.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will go on with the testimony of Mr.
Twitchell,

I first want to establish the fact that we are getting a benefit,
and I will establish it even at the expense of being tedious, so
that no Senator can get around the fact that we are being
protected. -

Mr. Twitchell, of North Dakota, says:

So far as the barley crop is concerned, since we have sufficient pro-
tection on the barley to give the American market to its farmer, we
ggvc been able to raise Wisconsin, Minnesota, Idaho, North and

uth Dakota approximately 100,000,000 bushels of barley. This year
the American farmer has been recelving approximately the difference
in the tariff of about 27 cents. We have n able to get for barley
for the last five or six lyears. in my judgment, poasihEv 15 cents a
bushel more than we would if we had competition with Canada.

Now, Mr. President, I want to close the argument on this one
proposition,

EVIDENCE OF GRAIN EXCHANGES.

Mr. President, the supporters of the Canadian reciprocity
agreement may flounder as much as they see fit in their sea of
trouble around this eternal rock of fact that our tariff duties
give us the protection which we claim upon the northwestern
cereals, There are few men, indeed, who know the grain busi-
ness at the great terminals better than those who have for many
years been engaged in it. And if we wanted any further evi-
dence of the fact that the present protective tariffs do give us
A very materinl protection and very materially enhances the
value of our wheat, barley, and flax than the daily reports of
those great grain markets in both the United States and Can-
ada, we shall find cumulative evidence in the reports from the
exchanges as to the reasons for any sudden decline or advance
in prices. In my previous address on this subject I called atten-
tion to the influence of this agreement and the possibilities
of its adoption in depressing our prices. I want again to impress
that fact on the Senate.

On the Tth day of January there was 14 cents difference be-
tween Winnipeg and Minneapolis closing prices. On the 14th
there was a difference of 13 cents in our favor. On the 28th,
after we had a report of the effect of this reciprocity agreement
and its likelihood to pass that Congress, Winnipeg grain went
up 1% cents and Minneapolis grain went down 5 cents. So the
single fact that this agreement had been reported to the Con-
gress of the United States reduced the price of our wheat 5
cents per bushel and increased Winnipeg 13 cents.

Let us read the exchange reports and see if this reported
agreement was the real and only cause for this decline and the
general decline in our prices since it was reported.

This is very important to anyone who is conscientiously
irying to get the truth of the affair.

The report of February 11, 1911, from the Minneapolis Cham-
ber of Commerce, published in the Minneapolis Journal, says:

The bottom broke out u
suffered the worstede::ll:ef }rllmsg&erﬁ %%ﬁ?s.latgl;g? ;;917:53 nr%glgtl::‘fgg
moderate declines, and this was followed by a moderate reaction. Both
May and July closed Saturday below the dollar mark. This severe

break was caused principally by the developments favorabl
adoption of recipmci]ty th Canada, y Gzl

Mr. President, those people who are buying and selling wheat
know that the difference between the Canadian and the United
States Qrices isnothing more or less than a difference caused by
the tariff duties, and they know if we strike off those duties
the value of all our wheat must come down; and, anticipating
that the agreement was likely to become a law, prices did go
down,

Again, the same report says:

On Friday and Baturday prices suffered the sharpest break
weeks, May sold down to 3’3; cents, the lowest rlgee mﬁm”’cﬁ}’fgﬂ
since August, 1909. The near month fluctuated Pn a range of 4} cents
for the week, and the same contract In Chicago showed a difference of
6§ cents. It was thought that reclprocity with Canada would have a
more depressing effect on the %r[ce of Minneapolis wheat than Chicago,
because of the geographic situation. The price fluctuations of tg'ljn
week seemed to confirm this theory.

Why does it affect Minneapolis more than Chicago? Because
the Canadian wheat is within the Minneapolis territory. Min-
neapolis would be its natural market. It would eome over and
glut the Minneapolis market before any of it would go into the
Chicago market., That is why it affected Minneapolis more
than Chicago.

Again, the same publication says:

European countries are being offered wheat at prices that would not
be profitable for Americans to export. The decline of this week has
put the United States nearer an export basis, but still further declines

will be necessary to allow this country to enter the European market
with any profit.

Have those chamber of commerce reports no evidential foree
to those Senators who-are still talking about Liverpool prices
fixing American prices? In our sections of the country grain
prices must decline still more before we can enter the European
markets,

Again, the same dispatch says:

Many of the local trade were predicting that domestic prices would
decline until this country was on an export basis.

If that does not mean that this country was not on an export
basis for the kind of grain we raise in the Northwest, then I am
at a loss to understand what it does mean.

Has the possibility or probability of Canadian reciprocity
affected the price of our barley? 3

Berger Crittendon Co., commission men of Milwaulkee, speaking
of barley in the early part of February, in their reports say:

The market was dull as ever, with only a few cars of Wisconsin sold.
Outside of this a few cars of Minnesota were sold, whereas all the other
cars carried over for the last three or four days were again carried
over to-day, maltsters and brewers still holding back. We naturally
have to awalt developments.

What developments? Why, the developments of the Canadian
reciprocity agreement.

Here is another, from Mohr-Holstein Commission Co., of Mil-
waukee :

Our market is perfectly lifeless—nothing doing. Not many of our
maltsters would make a hid on anything to-day. It certainly does not
look at all encouraging to us. The trade here feels bearish on account
of the reciprocity treaty with Canada. It is very evident that the
brewers are in a waiting mood and that purchases of malt are confined
to what is absolutely necessary to carry on business. The uncertainty
which exists in the mind of the trade in regard to the Canadian recl
procity treaty and the possibility of its ratification has created a bearish
sentiment, and the trade in general is disposed to await further develop-
ment before supporting the market with buying orders.

On February 9 barley was selling at 49 cents in Winnipeg;
top grades in Minneapolis and Duluth, 84 cents; Chicago and
Milwaukee, 86 cenis. With that difference between Winnipeg,
Minneapolis, Duluth, and Milwaukee, is it any wonder that
maltsters and brewers were awaiting the fate of the reciprocity
agreement before touching the American barley and that they
were nsing only what they were compelled to use? And can
there be any question in the mind of any sane man that with
our tariff taken off our prices would be naturally lower?

Here is another article, printed in the Minneapolis Journal in
its report from the grain exchange the day after Congress ad-
journed last session without passing the reciprocity agreement :

This becomes most important. The previous articles showed
that prices declined because of the prospect of the reciprocity
bill passing at the last session of Congress. This one shows
that prices rebounded as soon as Congress adjourned without
passing the reciprocity agreement. Here is the quotation—and
remember this is from the exchanges and gives their sentiments
and reasons:

Wheat prices soared up to heights to-day that the market has not
seen in over two weeks, The advantage in the near month of 23 and
2% cents was the biggest upward daily jump wheat has taken in months.
The adjournment of the United States Senate withont acting on the
MeCall bill was the cause of the sharp advance. The market declined
151 cents, largely on the prospects that the reciprocity treaty might be
adopted.

Think of this, Senators. This is from your exchanges, Since
we proclaimed this reciprocity agreement our wheat has de-
clined on an average 154 cents a bushel. Do you know what
{hat means to the Northwest? North Dakota, Minnesota, and
South Dakota have raised in a single year for sale about
200,000,000 bushels of wheat. What does 15 cents a bushel on
the wheat that they would sell mean? It means $30,000,000 loss
to those three States in a single year; and yet you are telling us
that we will not suffer any by putting our price down to the
Canadian price.

Proceeding further with this:

Now that this bill is temporarily disposed of—

I am quoting now from the exchange—

Now that this bill Is temporarily disposed of, it was only natural
that wheat should take a sharp upturn. The local mills were good
buyers of wheat in the pit, and the firmer cash market made the
future strong also. Bhorts were forced to cover and there was some
speculative buying on the news from Washington,

That is published in a paper day after day in Minneapolis,
which is booming reciprocity and yet showing to its readers by
every publication the loss that the people of Minnesota and
North and South Dakota will suffer by reason of this reciprocity
agreement.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. KENYON. I desire to ask a question in the best of
faifh.
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Mr. McCUMBER. I know the Senator would ask it in no
other way.

Mr. KENYON. In the reduction of prices, as the Senator
has stated, was there any reduction in the price of flour, of
breadstuffs?

Mr. McCUMBER. I understand that there has been a very
trifling reduction, but none in breadstuffs.

In the face of the indisputable evidence of figures and the
reports from the floor of the grain exchanges, can any man hon-
estly deny that this reciprocity agreement, if enacted into law,
will materially reduce our grain value?

Mr. President, I do not think there is a single person who
has heard or read the testimony who will not agree that the
present rates of tariff have been a great protection to the agri-
cultural producers of the Northwest. And if they vote to sup-
port this measure they must justify themselves on some other
ground than that their vote will not be an injury to all of .the
northwestern farmers.

BOYLE.

These conditions have remained so long and so steadfast that
they could not be accounted for on theory of speculation. These
comparative prices were so many irrefutable facts that pro-
tection did protect. They would not get out of the path of the
reciprocity advocates who tried to show that protection did not
protect. So those advocates had to at least make some effort
to reconcile them with their declarations. And so they brought
from my State Prof. Boyle, who, with his lance of political
science, was to clear the track of argument of these disagree-
able facts.

Prof. Boyle was modest. He had evidently been brought face
to face with those facts before. They had confronted and con-
founded his philosophy, and he had not been able to explain
them away even satisfactorily to himself. And he therefore
admitted that his explanation for them might not quite satisfy
others. But he was courageous and willing to take the chance.
His argument was that several years ago the Province of Mani-
toba enacted a law prohibiting the dealing in grain futures.
Prior to that time the dealer who purchased grain from the
farmer could sell his product the same day at the price on that
day, to be delivered at some future time. This enabled him to
hedge against loss. It operated as an insurance against subse-
quent fluctuations in the market.

But when this prohibitory law was enacted and the dealer
could not sell futures, in order to be perfectly safe he was com-
pelled to pay the farmer less than he otherwise would; he was
compelled to make his profits so much larger; and that this
accounted for the difference of from 10 to 15 cents per bushel in
the American and Canadian prices during the last two or three
ears.
¥ Of course, anyone who knows anything about grain dealing
could see the weakness of this argunment. There were two great
reasons why the argument did not prove the premises—first,
becanse it could not account for so great a difference, if it had
been true; and, second, because it was not true.

Under ordinary conditions there would be no reason for hedg-
ing. The market was just as liable to advance as to go down.
By the law of chance he would break even. But, assuming
that he did not want to take that chance, 1 or 2 cents a bushel
in his favor would certainly have been a sufficient insurance,
whereas, according to the theory of Mr. Boyle, it was necessary
for him to take from 10 to 15 cents a bushel. His argument to
those having even a limited knowledge of grain dealing would be
its own refutation.

But Mr. Boyle’s testimony and his philosophy were based upon
an erroneous assumption. There has never been any law in
Canada prohibiting the sale of grain to arrive. No sooner had
his testimony been given than all of the witnesses from North
Dakota informed me that it could not be so. But to be abso-
lutely certain, Mr. HEeLGESEN, Representative from our State,
wired to Winnipeg for the information, and received in response
from the secretary of the grain exchange the following telegram ;

WiNNIPEG, MANITORA, May 22, 1911
H. T. HELGESEN

Member of Congress, Washington, D. 0.:

Coun elevators here sell dn!g purchases as hedge as a mf'ular
thing. No law preventing it. Exchange floor business here practically
same as Minneapolis.

WINNIPEG GRAIN EXCHANGE.

The testimony of Mr. Boyle, of course, was published in all
the reciprocity papers as an explanation of why there was this
difference between the Canadian and American markets. But
when it was read in Winnipeg it called for immediate refutation.

The following editorial from the Manitoba Free Press of
Saturday, May 27, does not leave even a shadow of the argu-
ment of Mr. Boyle.

I will ask the Secretary to read this editorial for me,

The VICH PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read as requested.
The Secretary read as follows:

[From the Manitoba Free Press.lgilmlﬂpeg. Canada, Saturday, May 27,

NOT WELL POSTED.

Prof. James D, Boyle, of the University of North Dakota, has been
glﬂng evidence before the Senate Finance Committee of the United
tates, at Washington, on the subject of reciprocity and the price of
wheat in Winnipeg, Minneapolis, and Duluth. If all the evidence fur-
nished by the professor is as accurate as that about the Winnipeg Grain
Exchange, it will be well for the SBenate committee to have it revised
fore use, The following is his statement on this point:

“ There was good reason for the depression of prices at Winni%eg
entirely apart from the question of the tariff, This reason was the
passage of hostile legislation by the Manitoba Legislature. This legisla-
tion was directed against trading in futures, and it had the effect of
t!isrﬁ:gtlng entirely the Winnipeg Produce & Grain Exchange. It was
for out of business, and & voluntary organization known as the
Winnipeg Grain Exchange took its place. Trading in futures was given
up& overnment elevators were also built in competition with the pri-
vate ones.

“ The result of these changes was that Winnipeg grain dealers could
no longer pay the prices they had hitherto paid. evators, which had
been accustomed te hedge by selling in futures against what they bought
for cash, had to give up form of insurance against loss., They had
to carry the risk themselves now, whereas formerly they had been able
to protect themselves against it. Naturally that risk had to be paid
for. It was paid for in lower prices for wheat. The Manitoba farmer
is, therefore, paying insurance agalnst loss to the agencies that gather
and ghip his wheat—an Insurance that was before taken care of by the
device of trading in futures”

This will be news, indeed, to the members of the Winnipeg Grain Ex-
change. The * hostﬁe legislation " referred to by Prof. Boyle was passed
doring the winter on of the Manitoba Legislature of 1903. It
modified certain by-laws of the Winni Grain & Produce Exchange,
but no attempt was made to prohibit tra in futures. The old ex-

disap because that was the est way out of the situa-
tlon which was created by the passage of the legislation, and the new
voluntary assoclation was formed, the change in the name being made
by dropping the word “ Produce.” This new exchange came into active
with the opening of the new bullding on the 1st of September
1908, and the trading in futures goes on increasing year by year, until
to-day it is rather more than three times as great as it was in 1908,
deed, the grain-option market in Winnipeg is now the third largest on
the continent of America, as it is the largest cash-wheat market on the
continent of America. Its fluctuations are momentarily posted both in
Chicago and Minneapolis, as the fluctuations of those exchanges are
posted in Winnipeg. Sales are hedged as they always have been, and
elevators do not carry one dollar more risk now than they did in the
days before the pass of the * hostile legislation.”

As to the effect of Government elevators, they are supposed to en-
hance, not depreciate, the price of wheat. At least that the claim
made for them by their most ardent supporters, and in any case they hayve
only existed, in one Province, for one season, so they could
hardly have prices in 1908, before they came into existence.

CANADIAN COMPETITION.

Mr. McCUMBER. Having established beyond any possible
controversy that our prices are higher than the Canadian prices
at the present time, and that this reciprocity agreement if en-
acted into law will level those prices in the immediate future
to the world’s level, the question arises, Will it be possible for
us at any time in the future to again occupy the position we
have for the last several years, that of having a home market
worth from 10 to 15 cents a bushel on wheat, 25 fo 30 cenis a
bushel on flax, and 20 to 30 cents a bushel on barley more than
it would be if we were dependent upon the foreign market?

I say again that the farmer who for years has looked forward
to that period when consumption and production of wheat,
barley, and flax should equal each other in this country, loocked
forward to it with a longing hope and a steadfast faith that this
protective duty would some day bring to him a measure of
justice which he had not been able to secure in the past, because
of his surplus production, will be doomed to remain for a cen-
tury to come absolutely dependent upon and subservient to the
world’s level of prices for his products; and that with the
enormons possibilities of grain production in the Canadian
northwest those prices will be lower, comparatively, than he
has received for a number of years.

Mr. President, it is impossible to get the average person to
comprehend either the extent of territory or the measure of
possibility of grain raising in the Canadian northwest. The
figures which you will give him are so startling that he can
scarcely give credence to them. -

The wheat production of the world is to-day about 3,000,
000,000 bushels. The northwestern Provinces of Canada have
an available acreage which can be cultivated, and which, if all
sowed to wheat, would yield a supply equal to the present
world’s production. Our annual crop is, in round numbers,
about 650,000,000 bushels. That northwestern country has an
acreage which, when all under cultivation, is capable of produc-
ing four and one-half times as much as the average yield of the
United States.

I again do not want this to stand on my uncorroborated decla-
ration. I propose to back up my assertions with irrefutable
evidence.
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The Government statistics of Canada, which are not inclined

1to exaggerate, give the following acreage in tﬁnmree north-
western Provinces capable of cultivation and raising crops:
Provinces.
PNADS: ”ﬁm&.
o R o e IR e 47,188,480
T e R e 160, 416, 000 § %
.............................................. 162,000, 000
TOtAl cseurinnnssacemassesaannssasnneannosnmessd| 300,604,480 | 218,896,240

Now, let us suppose that all of this tillable land is under
cnltivation. ‘The average yield of these northwestern Prov-
inces has been about 20 bushels to the acre. Two hundred and
thirteen million acres, at 20 bushels per acre, would produce
4,260,000,000 ‘bushels,

Will nll this be sown to wheat in the future? Certainly :nut.‘
Why? Becaunse there counld be no demand for it in the imme-
diate future. If you double the world’s supply of wheat, the
product would secarcely be worth hauling to market. The -only
point I am trying te make, and to make clear, is the possibility
of that country and the assurance {hat there is a vast empire
of virgin soil, capable of being opened up and made productive
Just as rapidly as the world’s increase of population will de-
mand its production. And I want fo convince the Senate and
everyone who will make a careful investigation of this subject
that the effect of these possibilities, the fact that the land is
there to produce this immense guantity of wheat, means that
so long as it can enter free into ‘this country in competition
with our own wheat the value of our wheat can never main-
tain a level for any length of time in excess of the value of
that grain for exporting purposes. In other words, it means
that for at least a hundred years to come the farmers of our
Norfhwestern States must remain exactly where they have
been for the last hundred years, with the exception of the last
decade, subject to the world's demand for their products, and
that they will hereafter be denied that which they have waited
‘80 long to obtain—a really protected market for their products.
Of course they will exist. ‘Of course they will live just am
they have Tived, but the enactment of this law is a legislative
decree depriving them of their well-earned inheritance. And,
Mr. President, he who robs me ¢f the right to inherit that
which my own labors or my own sacrifices have helped to cre-
‘ate does me as great an injustice as he who deprives me of my
present possessions,

Mr. President, it is go diffieult to impress fhe minds of those
who ‘have not had the opportunity to visit this land of wonder-
ful potentiality with either its territorial extent or its pro-
ductive capacity that I Teel justified in supporting the reports
‘of the Canadian Government with additional evidence.

‘Great numbers are ‘incomprehensible. The illustration given
by Prof. Chamberlain will help us to understand the extent of
the productive section of this territory. He says—and I again
call the attention of Senators to the map on the wall which,
while ‘it shows only a portion of the United States, will halp
elucidate the illustration:

Gentlemen, you can step to a map of the United States and take a
ir of dividers and place one leg or one toe on Minneapolis, place
e other toe at the southeastern corner of Tennessee—I say Tennes-
because Tennessee and Oklahoma, I think, are our most southern
States at produced a surplus of wbeut 1 do not think Texas does
unless within the lnst year or two. Now, that covers a big area.
From Minneapolis to Tennessee is our entire wheat field, except a little
-on the coast. Now, turn it around to the Northwest and set down the
leg from Tennessee, keeping the other on Minneapolis, and you have
not reached the northern boundary of the wheat ﬁeid hy 530 mlles ;
ou have not reached their best wheat fields by 300 miles, the Peace
Eimr Valley, from the evidence we have at hand.

1 again call the attention of Benators to the map. Yeon will
find on the Canadian Northern road farthest to the north-
west Edmonton. I am informed they are raising good wheat
and grinding it to-day ‘600 miles north of Edmonton, and rais-
ing it very successfully. To-day that country has not the
rpilroads and the settlements, but it has the salubrious climate
that comes from warm winds from the Japan current, and its
capabilities are beyond comprehension.

1 want to read a guotation—

I am still following the evidence of Mr, Chamberlain—

1 want to reaﬁ a ‘ﬁnotatlnn from George Hnrcourt, minister of agrl-
culture for the Al in 19808, imthls mport,

peaker 'Canxox says: “Of th country whlah 13

pable of produclng grain is 220 000,000 acres.

He is referring to the three Provinces.

“ Two hundred and twenty million acres. The total area m crops last
r was 1 26‘!.31’0 acres." Now, remémber, 11,000,000 in 220,
able ot put in enltivation,

ne-twentleth in cultivation?

2013

One-twentieth, “ produ of 240.-
o The un npled land In

CHAMBERLAIN,
000, bushels,” says Mr. Hare
future will produce at léast b, 000000 hus BK is mot
There is a great northem co c mxle u!n—whi
is capable of producing grain.” kun from the Canadian Y t‘-
a.nd I want to ssg that thosa peo e up thm. her officials,
& rated statements, and from what I have read :md
, 1 believe that stntement is a‘hsolute
mt tom furfher, that two lines of rallwa
ry country at the rate of four or five hundr mﬂu a yéar, bringing
it h:;t?zmmthe rea of the settler and affording a market for the crop
w.
lilc{:mrmm. Now. o:!s course, the wast proportion, or large

«correct ; and
dipg into that

rop on, of all this ed in the northwest must be exported
some muntry must it not?
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. U

beSe:mtm- McCUMBER, Yes. .Ca.naﬂl can not take it. It has got to

Mr. CHAMBEELATN. It has got to

Senator McCuMBER. Then, is not th Egicnl and the only conclusion
that, with that vast area, with its immense ﬁ:ﬂbiuﬂe& coupled with
the fact that its products must be exported tands there as a
club the American farmer ever recetvtng anything more ‘for his
gmin what we call the Jevel of the world‘ ces ?

cm.nunmm The thing that :save the American
!smer, if this b eﬂ!act.lve, will be that the Almighty destroys
‘that crop; that ls the only thing that can save him.

Benator McCuarsee. Then, from 50 to ‘80 or 100 years it means that
the farmers of the Northwest will never get the price for their products
greater than the world’'s market?

Mr. ‘CHAMBERLAIN. Absolutely, Senator.

Senator McCusrBER. And we the benefit of the American market,
becanse the moment we get a price above the market .of the ‘world ‘here
ds this surplus of Canada to rash in and drive it down.

Mr. CEAMBERIAIN. Yes, sir; and that w great that it will
mot result even in raising the price of the heat, We come
down to the Liverpool level, both -of us.

Senator MCCUMBER. And then ‘the pnint 1 wanted to make is that
even though there should not be a bushel ‘exported imto this co
-still ithe fact of ‘its béing there for export, and mo tariff wall hetwmn
ns,uv:ould result in cnmtantl: and -eternally keeping -ours down?

CHAMBERLAIN. Absolutel It can not do .anything else that I
can gee.

Mr, President, Mr. Taurier, in his discussion of this treaty
Jbefore the Canadian Parliament, speaking of the wheat pro-
dnction of Canada in the near foture, says:

We are sure the production will inerease tenfold by and hy.

He was discussing a product which was then, I believe,
166,000,000 bushels. If it is to increase tenfold by and by, you
would have 1,600,000,000 bushels, or half of the world’s supply.
He does not.claim that this tenfold is the limit of its increase.

Mr. Devine, speaking of the Canadian Northwest, says:

I want to say to , gentlemen, that they have 200,000,000 mcres
of grain lamd—that s. mzts, barley, flax, wheat, Mﬂ I would Ay
to you that in no place on this continent are there 200,000,000 acres
that will compare with it in its ahll.its' as ‘o farm country. fl‘hey ‘have
145,000,000 ams of and dairy land, and 105,000 peo&l: went
‘there last - - ey are beginning in Canada on hﬁh
est level t we know in the West to develop it, dema‘lop it mgﬂ {
develop it well. They will bhave this year to sell, - bly
250,000,000 bushels. Ten years ago they raised mo flax; nuwgh.gy
ra!sing from 5,000,000 ‘to T7,000,00 busheis and yon take that 30 mta

off and I want to tell you you are going to'do a t hurt and you are
going to cripple the people of the West in competition ‘with Canada.

Mr. Kingman, of North Dakota, says:

Well, the possibilities are way beyond the coneception of most men—
the possibilities of the three northwestern Provinees of .Canada—Mani-
toba, Baskatchewan, and .Alberta. They have been raising an average
of abont 21 bushels of wheat. Thelr 1.mahle area, on a basis of
15 bushels of wheat per acre, would E ¢e an amount equal to ‘the
present world's supply of more than 3,000,000,000 bushels. T is not
at all reasonable to presnme that it would all be seeded to wheat, but
it is a possibility. hat is a rather strong statement, but I think it is
true.

The following ‘table, showing the rapid development of a single
one of these Provinces, will tend to give you some idea of the
‘competition that is in store for our northwestern farmers:

Growih of wheat production, Saskatohewan,

Wheat. Oats. Barley. Flax.
B Bushels. | Bushels,
1808. .. 3,780,440 | 1,580,412 | 189,850
189 -. 6,063, 2,518,248 | 100,604
1900.-. womcasmeneemnes| 3,443,671 | 1,604,561/ 130,522
1901 -~ 11,0606, 5,617,886 | - 354,703
1002, - e oo aeeeomnecomenmmsessnees| 13,110,330 | 6,975,706’ ' 298,632
15,121,015 | 0,164,007 | 655,598
2| 15,844,730 | 10,756,350 | 589,336
26,107,286 | 19,213,055 | 593,396
.| 37,040,008 | 23,965,228 | 1,316, 415
.| 27,601,601 | 23,324,008 | 1,350,206
50,654,520 | 48,879,838 | 3,065,724
00,215,000 [105, 455,000 | 7,833,000

How is that farming done in that conntry? Why is it that
our manufacturers of farm machinery are so anxious to get
the tariff taken off of their manufactured product? I will give
wyou a little example of what T have seen up there. In the
latter part of the month of May, -on the broad prairies, at the

¥000 | time for seeding flax, T have seen an engine drawing 12 breaking

Behind the breaking plows were disk harrows to cut
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the sod. Behind them were seeders or drills. All that break-
ing, cultivating, pulverizing, and seeding flax was done at one
time. That gives you something of an idea of the way they
are developing that country and what is meant by the testi-
mony of Mr. Devine when he says they are adopting the latest
methods known in the development of that great Northwest.

Here, then, is this enormous Canadian product lying along
our entire Minnesota, Dakota, and Montana border just as ac-
cessible to Minneapolis as the wheat of those States, the kind of
whest that Minneapolis wants for the grade of flour she makes
for the American people—flour which, I believe, brings more in
the markets of the United States and the world than any other
flour produced. Where will be the market for this grain? If
our prices should for a week be higher on the American side,
of course it would come in.

Now, if you will again look at the map, you can see the
natural flow of that grain. It can come down to Minneapolis
and Duluth or it can go on the Canadian roads to Port Arthur.
It is practically as near to one section of the lake as it is to
another section of the lake. Practically all of the Canadian
products must be exported, because, with a population of only
8,000,000, they will produce in a few years more grain than
will be produced by us. Therefore their product will prac-
tically be all exported, and it will naturally go to the nearest
market that will give it anything above the export price.
That means that our market must be eternally down to the
export price, in competition with the world, while we buy
everything upon a more or less protected basis.

I am not, however, claiming that it will come in in any great
quantities. We will be producing enough to supply the Ameri-
can demand under ordinary conditions for some years. We
will be exporting in some sections of the country for a number
of years. And though we might not import one bushel of it in
10 years, the very fact that it is there and ready to come over
into this country the moment our prices are above the general
world's prices, that of itself will keep our prices down to the
Canadian price. Though the Cenadian farmer might not ex-
port a bushel of that vast production of grain into the United
States, he stands there with a club—and an enormous club is
this Canadian surplus—ready to beat down the American price
the moment it rises above the world's level of prices.

BARLEY.
0 Dm? the raising of barley in the United States need protec-
on

Mr. Mauff states that the world's crop of barley is
1,400,000,000 bushels, and probably 1,000,000,000 bushels of it is
fed to animals.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from
Dakota yield to his colleague?

Mr. McOUMBER. I do.

Mr. GRONNA. My colleague has covered this question very
thoroughly, but I want to suggest to Senators who come from
States where they do not raise No. 1 hard wheat that they
will be the losers just as well as the States which raise hard
wheat. We buy wheat raised in the Sounthern States and mix
it with the hard wheat, and therefore the southern farmer is
benefited.

Mr. McOCUMBER. I think I have covered that.

Mr. GRONNA. I did not hear the Senator on that point.
I simply wanted to make that suggestion.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is absolutely correct in that
respect.

The barley acreage in the United States in 1900 was
2,804,282 and the crop 58,925,833 bushels, while this year—
1910—the acreage was 7,257,000 and the crop 162,227,000
bushels. Note its wonderful growth under protection.

In the five principal barley-growing States of the Mississippi
Valley the farmers increased their acreage during that period
as follows: Minnesota, from 325,000 acres to 1,285,000 acres;
Wisconsin, from 245,000 acres to 866,000 acres; South Dakota,
from 108,000 acres to 1,025,000 acres; North Dakota, from
244,000 acres to 987,000 acres; and Iowa, from 444,000 acres to
510,000 acres.

This wonderful development in the increase on acreage and
production in the United States is due to the stimulus given
the barley trade by the protection of 30 cents per bushel. At
the end of the fiscal year of 1904 and while the tariff was 30
cents a bushel on barley, it was worth about 45 cents a bushel,
notwithstanding the few markets and dull times and low prices
of all products. We changed the tariff in 1904 to a 30 per cent
ad valorem, which amounted to about 10 cents a bushel, and
we soon brought the price of barley down to about 30 cents a
bushel. From the fiscal year of 1898 when we raised the tariff
again to 30 cents a bushel, the price of barley began an ascent,
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continuing until 1908 when it was 73 cents a bushel. The large
crop of 1909 brought it down to 55 cents a bushel and the short
crop of 1910 brought it up to 86 cents or 90 cents and even $1
a bushel. For the fiscal year 18903 when the duty was but 30
per cent ad valorem, or from 10 to 12 cents a bushel, we im-
ported over 2000,000 bushels, As goon as we put on our tariff
of 30 cents a bushel our importations dropped from about
2,000,000 bushels down to 104,000 bushels, and they have not
been of any moment since then. Thus it will be seen that our
tariff did have a very decided effect upon our barley during all
of these years, and during the last year we have had the full
benefit of the tariff, or about 80 cents a bushel.

Mr. Chamberlain says:

Canada grows 1,800,000 acres of barley, ylelding 55,400,000 bushels ;
80 bushels per acre, 73 bushels per ca g:a. The United States grows
about 7,000,000 acres, ylelding about 170,000,000 bushels ; 25 bushels to
the acre, or less than gbushe per capita. Those are the figures taken
from the best available authority.

The average barley yield in Canada is 80 bushels. If it
costs §8 to produce an acre of barley, it costs 27 cents a
bushel in Canada. The yield in the United States is 25 bushels
and the cost per bushel 32 cents, or 5 cents more per bushel than
in Canada. With the tariff removed, Canada could easlily supply
the entire barley market of the United States.

EFFECT ON OTHER PRODUCTS.

Mr. President, I have shown what the effect of this agreement
has been and will be on the prineipal products of the State
which I represent—wheat, barley, flax, and oats. Will its effect
be injurious to other farm products? If so, what and to what
extent? It will, of course, have no direct effect on corn. It may
have little on poultry, eggs, and vegetables. It will depend on
location. At some points we may be ablé to export those things
into Canada, and in other sections Canada will export them into
this country.

For a few years we shall be exporting horses into northwest-
ern Canada to fill the needs of that rapidly developing section,
The demand for horses to cultivate the new fields will not allow
time for colts to grow horses. Twenty to twenty-five years ago
we imported into North Dakota the horses we needed. To-day
we are exporting horses. Twenty to twenty-five years hence, if
not before, Canada will be exporting horses into this country,

For a while we shall undoubtedly send cattle into northwest-
ern Canada, but their increase, raised and fattened on those vast
ranges, will return to compete with our cattle raised on higher-
priced land and under less favorable conditions.

The Canadian sheep industry is not now very considerable,
but with millions of acres of range land and with freedom of
entry, not only for the sheep but also for the wool on the sheep’s
back, this industry will in a few years become a most earnest
competitor in our markets.

The evidence clearly establishes that in the eastern section
of the United States our hay crop will suffer severely by
Canadian competition. In the West we shall not feel this
competition.

Premier Laurier, in his address in the Canadian Parliament,
dwelt with emphasis upon the great value of the American mar-
ket for Canzdian hay. His views are substantiated by the eyi-
dence submitted before the Finance Committee.

Mr. President, I can not better sum up my conclusion as to
the effect of the agreement on some of the products of the farm
than by quoting from the evidence of Mr. Hull. He says:

Mr. Duff, who is minister of agriculture of Ontario, made a stirring
appeal to the Canadian farmers of Stratford that it was beneath the
dignity of Canada to go across the border and ask for reciprocal trade
relations with the Tinited States. One of the leading farmers of that
section got up and said: -

“Mr. Duff, I hitched my lambs on behind a carload of Michigan
lambs, and when they crossed the border I had to f” T5 cents on every
one of those lambs. The American lambs from AMichigan went across
free. Had we had this relation, I would have had 75 cents more for
those lambs. I have been marketing many of my products over there,
Had It not been for that, I would have had the money. Could I gell over
there in New York, in Ohlo, or Michigan my butter which I am produc- _
ing this year, 1 could get 8 cents a pound more on the average than I
have gotten. I could have gotten 33 to 4 cents a bushel more for my
oats; I could have gotten 30 cents more for my barley; I could have
40 cents more a bushel for my beans. Mr. Secretary of Agriculture,
on and your dignity be hanged. I am in this for the money there
s in it.”

That, I think, expresses tersely and accurately the condition
in the eastern section. But I have dealt more particularly with
what I know to be the conditions in the western part.

COST OF PRODUCTION.

Mr. President, I have declared as one of the great reasons
why we should enact no legislation that would diminish the
earnings of the tillers of the soil that their earnings under
present conditions are very meager and far less than those
of any other class of labor, The occupation of farming to-day
is one requiring very considerable intelligence and most careful
study and training in order to secure even moderate success,
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To-day it requires more capital than ever before to engage in
farming and more than it does to engage in most businesses.
In my State a half section of land will cest all the way from
$8,000 to $15,000, and it would require from $3,000 to $5,000
worth of personmal property to run it. You can start in the
mercantile business in most of the small towns on only a frac-
tion of this amount. You can start a State bank with a capital
of $10,000 and a national bank with a capital of $25,000. And
I repeat it requires far more study and judgment to know how
to rotate crops, how to vary your plowing and cultivation for
different kinds of crops and in different seasons, how to rehabili-
tate worn-out soil, how to prepare your seed—far more thought
and judgment than it requires to buy cloth at 15 cents a yard
and sell it at 35 cents a yard.

It is needless to quote to me statistics of the vast number
of men who fail in mercantile enterprises. Those same men
would, every one of them, fail as farmers. In most instances
the same lack of application and industry which caused a fail-
ure in their own business would have caused them to fail in
the farming business. It would probably be found that in
nearly every one of the mercantile failures the owner was doing
business wholly on somebody else’s capital, and the interest
would not stop while he was attending baseball games.

Mr. President, difficult as is the task of ascertaining the cost
of producing farmers' products, the very thorough and careful
methods adopted by some of the agricultural colleges have
reduced the subject to a reasonable certainty. I have made up
a table from the testimony of Prof. Chamberlain, of the South
Dakota Agricultural College, combined with the reports from
the Agricultural Department, showing the ecost of production of
wheat per acre and per bushel in the States of Minnesota and
the two Dakotas for five years, 1905 to 1909, inclusive. This
table includes cost of production per acre, yield in bushels per
acre, farm value per acre, cost per bushel, farm value per
bushel, profit per acre, loss per acre, profit per bushel, and loss
per bushel. I have used the Minnesota eost of production for
both the Dakotas, having no other data.

Cost of producing wheat, including profits and losses.

Cpq;t Aver- | porm Cost Farm Profit! T
age t| Loss |Profit| Loss
Btatesand years| 3¢ | yield | VORE | per | VR per | per | per | per
g Der | e, bushel.ly PO* | acre.t | acre. [bushelbushel
tion.
| 80.44 | $0.63
7:08] AT
11.86 B4
12.03 | .68
16.13.| .50
9. 66 .60
8.19 .00
8.70 .84
1009 .7 | 12.60:] .61
South Dakota:
1905 8.40 | 13.7| 9.18| .8l
1006 8.40 | 13.4 | .8.17 .62
1007... 8.40/| 1.2 | 9.97 .16
1808.. 8.40 | 12.8 | 1.78 05
1909 8.40 | M.1|12.60| .50
1 Average for these States, $2.

Cost for producing wheat in Mi ta found
% o]ge per tngg?: otr .E;ﬂ cttlﬁmge :v‘m n 5&neso ound in Bulletin No.

'Iialcfaﬁrer acre from Agricultural Yearbook, 1909, page 450.

Farm value per & gricultural Yearboolk, 1900, paze 451.

Farm value per bushel, Agricultural Yearbook, 1909, page 452

In this table no allowance is made for degreclat‘lcn in improvements,
horses, machinery, {nsurance, ete., nor loss by h drought, and other
extrsordinary cireumstances, and nothing for the large ac a each
year which may be either summer fallowed or in pasture or for any
cause not producing.

Without going over this table, I simply call attention to the
fact that the average profit per acre was $2 during all these
years. There were two years in which there was an actual loss,
and if we had considered 1910, when there was a total loss, we
probably would not have averaged over $1.25 or $1.50 an acre.

My, President, there has been very much talk and considerable
evidence concerning the difference in the cost of production in
Cannda and the United States. I have paid little attention to
it. I know that in my section of the country there is very little
difference on either side of the boundary line, either in the cost
of labor on the farm or farm machinery to operate it. It is prob-
able that as the Canadian farmer uses American machinery,
which must pay a Canadian duty, that such machinery costs him
a little more than it costs the American farmer, although I am
informed that this machinery is sold to the Canadian wholesaler
very often lower than it is wholesaled to the American dealer,
But that is a trivial matter in making up the general cost of pro-

duction. The two great items that enter into the cost of produc-
tion are, first, value of land, and, second, value of crop raised
thereon. The price of land in Richland County, in my State,
is at least twice the average price of land in Saskatchewan. If
our land, therefore, costs $40 per acre and produces 15 bushels
of wheat per acre, worth 80 cents a bushel, we would receive a
gross return of $12 per acre. And if it costs $10 per acre to
produce it (and charging depreciation of personal property, in-
surance, and the many other unlooked-for expenses it will cost
more than that on an average), there will be a net gain of $2
per acre, or 5 per cent interest on the investment.

If the Camadian farmer's land costs $20 per acre and pro-
duces 20 bushels per acre, worth 80 cents per bushel, he would
receive a gross return of $16 per acre. And if it costs $11 per
acre to produce it (allowing a little more cost for handling the
heavier crop raised), there will be a net gain of §5 per acre, or
23 per cent on the investment.

You will therefore see that to secure the same return the
American farmer must make a much heavier investment, and
as we must consider the capital employed in computing the
cost of production, we should therefore need our tariff wall to
place the American farmer on an equality with the northwest-
ern Canadian farmer. Of course, Mr. President, the value of
the lands close to the border do not show this difference, but
taking the two great sections, the difference at the present time
is very considerable. It stands to reason that as soon as the
duty is removed this difference will grow less.

But, Mr, President, I have never given my assent to the doc-
trine that the measure of our protection should always be the
difference in the cost of production of an article in this and any
foreign country.

In that I do differ from many of my Republican associates.
I want protection that protects. I want it just high enough
to insure reasonable profits to the producer, after allowing
good and reasonable wages for the labor employed in pro-
ducing it. And I want that protection just low enough, that
if the producer, either by combination or otherwise advances
the price of his product to an unreasonable point, the for-
eign goods will come in and force him down to a reasonmable
basis. I want all of our people to live well. If it should
actually cost just as much to produce an article in China
as it costs to produce it in the United States, and the China-
man, because he can live on one-fourth as much as the Amer-
fcan can live on, is willing to sell his product over here on
a basis of one-fourth the profit the American should have, I
would not let his goads come into the country free. And, Mr.
President, that is just the ridiculous position this theory of the
measure of protection would drive us into if applied in every
case. I admit that in most cases it might be just and fair.

The question I ask myself is this: Is the vocation of farming
in this country, considering the capital necessarily invested and
the amount of intelligence of the labor necessarily employed, as
profitable as other vocations? My answer to that question is
“No.” Applying my principle of protection to that condition, I
then conclude that I should give the farmer's products that
protection which will insure him just, fair, and equitable re-
muneration, no more and no less. And that which I would apply
to the farmer’s products I would apply to every other greut

product.
PRESIDENT'S POSITION.

Mr. President, I have carefully read the position of President
Taft on this subject as outlined in his Chicago address of
June 3. I am certain the President wishes to be fair. But it is
evident from his address that he, too, is imbued with the very
general error that Liverpool fixes the price of our wheat. I
have been for some hours engaged in refuting that error; and,
Mr. President, I have refuted that fallacy and have shown that
the proposition has no possible application where the home
demand is greater than the home supply.

The President says: !

e S 3 b, o ) Syt ) Ty e
rye, and oats. The world's price of these four cereals is fixed a.hro:.g.
where the mrglus from the producing countries is disposed of, and is
little affected by the place from which the supply is derived.

Let me ask the President this question: The cost of trans-
porting wheat from Minneapolis to Liverpool, including insur-
ance, commissions, cost of handling, and so forth, and allowing
no profits for the dealer, is about 15 cents per bushel. If Liver-
pool fixes the price of wheat in Minneapolis, then Liverpool
prices must average at least 15 cents per bushel above Min-
neapolis price for the same kind of grain. But your Bureau of
Statistics of the Agricultural Department shows, by the table I
have referred to, that the average price of No. 1 northern for
the year 1908 was, Minneapolis $1.11 per bushel, Liverpool
$1.25 per bushel, a difference of only 14 cents. The average
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price at Minneapolis for the year 1909 was $1.20 per bushel,
Liverpool $1.29 per bushel, a difference of only 9 cents. The
average price at Minneapolis for the year 1910 was $1.14 per
bushel, Liverpool $1.14 per bushel, a difference of no cents.
How, then, could Liverpool fix Minneapolis prices for that grain
when not for a single day during those three years could Min-
neapolis have shipped a bushel of that grain to Liverpool?

The very next sentence of the President, wherein he proceeds
to explain the cause of the difference of 10 cents per bushel in
favor of the Dakota and Minnesota farmer, shows that those
to whom he has looked for information on this subject have not
given him the actual status, The President of the United
States, with his manifold duties, can not possibly go into the
details of every one of these questions. Note his explanation.
He says:

Canadian wheat nets, perhaps, 10 cents less a bushel to the producer
than wheat grown in the Dakotas or in Minnesota, due to the fact
that the cost of exporiing that wheat and warchousing it and trans-
%o;lrting it to Liverpool is considerably greater than the cost to the

kota farmer of disposing of his wheat to the millers of Minneapolis
or gending it abroad.

Note the President says that our higher price is due to the
faect that the cost of exporting that wheat and warehousing it
and transporting it to Liverpool is considerably greater than the
~ cost of the Dakota farmer in disposing of his wheat to the
millers of Minneapolis or sending it abroad. It is clearly appa-
rent that the President is laboring under a mistaken idea that
this difference in price applies only to those places where there
is a difference in the cost of transportation, and so forth,
whereas the fact is that all along the border line between
Canada and the United States, where the freight is exactly the
same and where the Canadian wheat can go through this
country in bond, there is the same difference; and when you
get back into the interior of northwestern Canada, where the
cost of transportation and housing the- Canadian wheat is
greater than in the United States, the difference between the
United States and Canadian prices is just so much greater.
Every case that we have cited has been where the cost of
transportation and warehousing was the same on both sides
of the line. The average difference of from 10 to 15 cents a
bushel in favor of the American side, which we have been
discussing, is where the cost of transportation to Liverpool,
warehousing, and so forth, is the same, Certainly the Presi-
dent will not contend that it costs more to transport grain to
Liverpool from Port Arthur on the Canadian side of Lake
Superior than it costs to transport it to Liverpool from Duluth
on the American side of the lake. And yet the Duluth market
for several years past, like the Minneapolis market, has been
from 10 to 15 cents per bushel better than on the Port Arthur
eide.

In the very next sentence which the President utters in that
speech, although given by him to elucidate another proposition,
he is unconsciously disclosing the one great cause and the one
great explanation of this difference in prices, namely, home
demand.

He says:

The eapacity of the American mills Is 33 per cent greater than is
needed to mill the wheat of this country.

That is the answer, Mr. President.

Now, remember the greatest milling eapacity in this country
is at- Minneapolis. The greatest demand for wheat for milling
is at Minneapolis. The supply of the kind of wheat needed by
Minneapolis in this country and in the Minneapolis territory is
not equal to that demand, hence the higher prices. When the
Canadian product can come in from Canada free, the supply will
be much more than the Minneapolis demand, hence prices must
go down.

There are three other ideas suggested in the President’s ad-
dress which challenge consideration. Referring to this agree-
ment generally, the President says:

It wiill not, In my judgment, reduce the Egrice of wheat or other
farming products for our people in any marked way. It will, however,
by enlarging the source of supply, prevent undue fluctuations, and it
will and ought to prevent an exorbitant increase in the price of farm
gmducts. which, as they have been for the last three or four years,

ave Inured equally to the benefit of all engaged In agriculture.

And again:

But 1 do think that reciprocity will enlar;
supply of farm products for our people, and thus prevent undue en-
hancement of prices beyond the present standard. If this be the case,
then neither the farmer will be injured nor will prices increase.

These two sentences, Mr. President, disclose a conviction in
the mind of the President of the United States of three things:
First, that the farmers of this country are receiving as much
for their products as they should receive; second, that in order
to prevent an exorbitant increase in the price of the farmers’
products this Canadian reservoir of wheat should be tapped

the reservoir of the

and its contents allowed to enter into this country; and, third,
that by so doing the price of wheat will not be increased or
diminished in any marked degree.

Now, Mr. President, the proposition of the President of the
United States is that the price of the farmer's product is to be
s0 regulated by this free wheat, this Canadian reservoir, that
it shall not advance. The justice of that proposition must rest
upon the assumption either that the farmer is now receiving
a compensation for his Jabor and capital employed equal to the
returns upon labor and capital employed in other vocations, or
that the farmer is not entitled to equal compensation. I know
the President would not for a moment advocate the latter.
I know of no man whose sense of right and justice is more keen
than that of our President. In the table which I have already
put into the Recorp, and which has the seal of authenticity of
the Agricultural Department, the average profit per acre of
farming in the States of Minnesota and North and South
Dakota, for the years 1905 to 1909, inclusive, the most profitable
farming years we have ever had, is about $2 per acre. And
remember, Mr. President, that this table leaves out of consider-
ation entirely depreciation of buildings, horses, machinery, insur-
ance against hail, and that it does not include the year 1910,
when, on account of drought, there was almost a complete crop
failure and a heavy loss in most parts of those States. This table
shows what I have claimed again and again, that the only reason
that the farmer has been able to exist is that he and his whole
family make no allowance for their own labor. In other words,
the farmer and his family work for their board and clothing,
and mighty cheap clothing at that. The city young man spends
$10 for neckties where the farmer boy spends §1.

Now, we will suppose that in a farm of 160 acres there are
120 acres actually in crop each year. The farmer will then
have $240 to purchase new farm machinery as the old wears
out, buy other horses as the old ones die, clothe himself and
family, educate his children, pay doctor bills when they are
sick, and buy a cheap coffin when they die. What other intelli-
gent labor in the United States that does not reap a greater
reward? Mr. President, I am ultraconservative when I say
that 160 acres of land in the Red River Valley will cost at
least $5,000, and $3,000 will be required for horses and necessary
farm machinery to operate it. That means a capital of $8,000
invested. !

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will it disturb the Senator from
North Dakota if I ask him a question?

Mr. McCUMBER. Not at all.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand the Senator from
North Dakota to say that these tables demonstrate the fact
that the profit is $2 an acre, and that in reaching that sum the
cost of the labor of the farmer and his family is not included.

Mr. McCUMBER. We have not figured the cost of the labor
of the farmer and his family. The farm labor which the
farmer hires has been figured in, according to the testimony as
it was given. I will tell you what is given here. These tables
are on the basis of what they call rent—rent or interest on the
value of the land.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Then taking the Senator’s figures,
if I understand them correctly, and his statement if the farmer
could charge up in the cost of production his own labor, which
he gives and that of his family, the profit would be infinitesimal.

Mr. McCUMBER. As shown by another table which I gave
in another address on this subject, there would not be a farmer
in the United States who would not be running behind if he
wonld charge up, for his own labor and that of his family, as
much as he pays his hired labor. That is the point.

Thus the farmer, in order to secure an opportunity to per-
form his farm labor, must make an investment of $8,000. If he
purchases to-day, he must generally give a mortgage back on
the land to secure that purchase price. And I am clearly
within the facts when I say, if they start with nothing, as the
ordinary laborer starts, the farmers of the United States carry
mortgages on two-thirds of the working years of their life
whenever they buy a farm; that two-thirds of those working
years are consumed before the mortgage is lifted.

How does this farmer's earnings compare with the earnings
of a bricklayer in our large cities? We will say there are 300
workdays in a year; that the farmer works 12 hours a day on
the average. In the summer time he works 16 hours a day.
He would therefore work 3,600 hours a year to earn $240, or
about 6% cents per hour. What wage does a bricklayer get in
Washington? He gets 623 cents an hour, or 10 times as much as
the farmer gets for his labor. Does bricklaying require a higher
degree of intelligence or education than farming? Mr. Presi-
dent, it does not require as much of either. If farming does
not require greater study and the exercise of greater intelli-
gence, then the millions upon millions of dollars expended in sup-
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port of agricultural colleges for information to the farmer has
been and is a gross waste. And I am here to deny that it is
a waste,

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator permit an observation just there?

Mr., McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr., MARTINE of New Jersey. I listened to the Senator's
quotation regarding the wages of bricklayers. I think the
Senator will realize that a bricklayer receiving $4, $5, and $6 a
day is engaged in one of the unprotected industries of our land.
They receive $4, $5, and $6 a day, and carpenters receive nearly
as much in my part of the country. Those industries and call-
ings are unprotected. What has the Senator to say to that, I
ask him?

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not seeking to take away the earn-
ings of the bricklayer. What I am asking is that we raise the
earnings of the farmer until they are substantially upon the
same basis,

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. My point is that your pro-
tection fails to protect; that the wages in the highest pro-
tected industries are the lowest and the carpenters, machinists,
bricklayers, and artisans of this land, who are unprotfected,
with the doors open to the world, have the highest wages known
iln' our land. What is the Senator's answer to that, I will ask

im?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, we had before us a short
tinle ago the wage prices for the different kinds of labor in
Great Britain and in the United States. The bricklayer in the
protected United States gets two or three times as much as the
bricklayer in unprotected Great Britain.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. One more question, Mr.
President, I want to ask the Senator. How do the wages of
bricklayers in unprotected England compare with the wages of
bricklayers in protected Germany, and Russia, and China, and
the Orient, generally?

Mr., McCUMBER, - Mr. President, I think there is very little
difference between the wages of that character of labor in
Germany and in Great Britain. I am, however, aware of the
fact that in protected Germany every laborer is at work, that
there is work for every one of them to do. In unprotected
England about a third of them, nearly, are. in the almshouse
or are begging. Now, that is the difference.

I could illustrate this truth in a hundred different ways
had I the time and you the patience. If it is answered that
the laborer has to pay a higher rent than the farmer and is
under greater expense in many ways in the cities than is the
farmer in the country, I reply that it is his higher-priced labor in
making the brick, in laying them, in doing the carpentering
work, in plastering and papering, that makes the higher rent
and the higher expense; and he is, therefore, only expending a
fraction of the greater earnings of his own labor.

This answers both assumptions of the President that the
farmer is reaping a sufficient reward for his labor and that any
material raise in the value of his products might be deemed
exorbitant, requiring us to open the faucet of the Canadian
surplus. Justice to him demands a protection, so far as it is
possible, against competition rather than a subjection to it.

But, Mr. President, the fear of the President of the United
States lies in the fact that he does not comprehend the enor-
mons possibilities of this Canadian country. These possibili-
ties have not been brought home to him. It is evident from
his remarks that he fears a stringency in food supplies. If he
conld fully understand the size, the capacity, of this Canadian
reservoir, with which he hopes to prevent a Ilack of food sup-
ply, I am certain that his fears would vanish. I am certain
that if he knew that this great empire in a few years, if neces-
sity required, could raise more wheat than the whole world now
produces he would be more fearful of a Johnstown flood than
of a drouth. I am certain that if he understood it as we who
have carefully investigated it, and as the hearings before the
Finonce Committee conclusively establishes, he would say that
it is time enough to open the Canadian reservoir when our food
supply is really threatened. He would know that the won-
derful surplus of this region will always be glad to find our
market and we need not, therefore, open our doors to it until
we do need it.

FUTURR POLITICAL EFFECT.

Mr. President, what will be the effect of this measure upon
the future policies and destinies of the two important political
parties in this country? This is not a Republican measure. It
is not protection. It is not a Democratic measure. It is not
tariff for revenue only. It is a hybrid which inherits none of
~ the good qualities of the one parent and only the bad gqualities
of the other. The Republicans in Congress are almost solidly
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against it in sentiment and a majority will be against it on
final vote. It can not be charged to the Republican Party ex-
cept to the extent that it is supported by a Republican Execu-
tive. It can be charged to the Democratic Party, because that
party, through its representatives and after conferences and
caucuses, have espeused it as their cause.

Its effect upon Republican doctrines may not be immediate,
but it will be certain. A house divided against itself can not
stand. A party, one-half of whose membership supports a policy
in exact antagonism to its cardinal doctrines, can not long hold
its supremacy.

I am not unmindful of the power of the press of the country
in upholding any doctrine.. For selfish ends the great press of
the country created a false and prejudiced impression and
nearly overthrew the Republican Party at the last election. For
selfish ends it proposes to support the party next year provided
this reciprecity agreement is enacted. But Mr. President, there
is a limit even to the power of the press. It is not difficult for
it to make right seem wrong by misstatement of facts and sup-
pression of truth, because it is a weakness of our human nature
that we seem to get more comfort in having some one else
denounced than in having him praised. But it is a much more
difficult task to make wrong look right to the man who himself
suffers the wrong. And, Mr. President, I can see great difficulty
in bringing out that enthusiastic agricultural vote which in all
times past has saved the doubtful States to the Republican
Party to support a Republican policy of protection when every-
thing on the agricultural schedule must compete in the open
markets of the world and with what is destined in a few years
to become.the greatest agricultural producer in the world—
Canada.

I am aware, Mr. President, that the agricultural vote can
not consistently turn to the Democratic Party, which has at least
mothered this proposition to destroy every vestige of agricul-
tural protection. But I am certain they will see to it that
their representatives stand pledged to right the wrong inflicted
upon them as nearly as possible, and if their products are placed
upon the free list our protective policy will lose its ancient
support. ;

For my part, Mr. President, I am a Republican and a protec-
tionist. I shall continue to be a loyal supporter of that party
and of its nominee, because if we ever get back our protection on
our agricultural produets it must be through the Republican Party.

And I say to the Republican Party to-day: There is one plat-
form on which we can win, both in the election of a Republican
President and a Republican Congress, and that platform must
read: Fair and just protection to every important American
industry. Excessive and unjust protection to none.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the question of reciprocity with
Canada is not new. It has been discussed by the people of this
counfry and Canada for many years. Nor is it an untried ques-
tion. A reciprocal treaty was in existence between the two coun-
tries from 1854 to 1866, and the result was not only unsatisfactory
to the people of the United States, but injurious to many of their
industries. While the policy or plan is understood by the people,
yet the terms of the pending agreement are unknown, and I
regret that the question could not have been postponed until the
regular session, in December, so that they might have be-
come familiar with those provisions and their probable effect
upon the country at large. The question involved is one of the
most important which has been presented to Congress in recent
years. Not only is one great industry threatened, but the policy of
protection to all American industries is involved, and the result
of the vote on this question will greatly affect that policy. It
might be well to consider for a few moments what the agree-
ment contains and what products of this country it affects. By
its terms the following products imported from Canada are
placed on the free list: Cattle, horses, hogs, sheep, and all other
live animals; wheat, corn, hay, oats, and other farm products;
poultry and eggs; fruits and dairy products. These are some of
the principal products placed on the free list. They are pco-
duced on the American farm. Now, what does the farmer get
in return? Sawed boards and other lumber not further manu-
factured than sawed ; in other words, rough lumber, pickets, and
palings, cream separators, rolled iron or steel sheets, or plates
No. 14 in gauge and barbed fencing wire. These are not all the
articles placed on the free list, but they are the ones which will
affect the farmer. The newspapers get free pulp of wood and
news-print paper. On secondary food products, such as fresh
and canned meats, flour, and partly manufactured food products
the rates are reduced and made identical. On manufactured
commodities, such as motor vehicles, cutlery, and sanitary fix-
tures, the rates are materially reduced. There is a small list of
articles on which special rates are given. Many say that it is
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not necessary to give much time or consideration to this ques-
tion, because the agreement is similar to the reciprocal treaty
that existed from 1854 to 1866. The fact that it is so similar
is one of the reasons for opposing it, because that agreement
proved disastrous to the United States., Mr. Fielding, who spoke
for the Government in the Canadian Parliament, said:

It 1s the rocity agreement of 1854 over again, with comparatively
little t promises prosperity to the people of Canada, and this
house would make a grave mistake and do a great wrong if it refused to
take advantage of it. .

A comparison of the terms of the proposed agreement with
the treaty of 1854 will convince anyone that they are substan-
tially the same, except in the treaty of 1854 the United States
secured fisheries concessions not contained in the agree-
ment. Before we voie upon this agreement, would it not be a
good idea for us to examine into the effect of the treaty of
18547 Mr. Blaine, in his book, Twenty Years of Congress, has
the following to say in regard to that treaty:

The right in the fisheries conceded the tr 4—olsilm.l
ours under the treaty of 1782, mdbymneces;ﬁﬂozu}gs unw!rsey rle{
nounced in the treaty of 1818—was not given freely, but in considera-
tion of & great price. That price was reciprocity of trade, so called,
between the United States and the British North Ameriean Provinces
in eertaln commodities n in the trea? gelection, as shown

the schedule, was made almost wholly to favor Canadian interests.

ere was scarcely a product in the list which could be orted from
the United States to da without loss, while the great market of
;he Unlt;d Stater was tﬂfgnmopen uﬁ?l Carr&ds wéntléout tax or ﬁharge
Or Near everything wi e oo nce export.

raw matg?inls were admitted f.reek while all our mnutarcinres lwl;g
* charged with heavy duty, the market b&l.nﬁ reserved for English mer-

chants, The fishery quesﬁan had been adroitly used to secure from the
United Btates an agreement which was one-gided, vexatious, and un-

rofitable. It had served its purpose admirably as a makewelght for
nada in acquiring the most generous and profitable market ever
enjoyed for her products.

You will observe that Mr. Blaine says the treaty of 1854 was
“ one-sided, vexatious, and unprofitable.” The Government
trade reports of the years from 1854 to 1866 sustain the con-
tention of Mr. Blaine:

Our exports to Canada in 1855 were %20.828,6?6. but under the oper-
ation of then commenced, they dwindled in 12 down

reciproci
to am.z-ss,af {la the exports of Cannda to the United States in-
creased from $12,000,000 and odd to $46,000,000 and odd. When the

treaty be ge balance of trade had ga,ooo,ouo annually in our
favor and that paid in specie, but at the end the balance against us to
be paid in specie in a e year was $30,000,000. Here was a positive
ly loss of over $5,000,000 of our export trade and & loss of
igﬁ.rooo,ooo specie, all going to enrich the Canadians at our expense,

But those who favor the treaty say it is not fair to use the
resultant effect of the treaty of 1854 to 1866 upon the country
as an argument against this agreement, because they say that
treaty existed during a war period. It is true that for four
years of that time this country was engaged in the greatest war
the world has ever known; but that war did not begin until
1861, and the treaty had been in force seven years before Sumter
was fired upon. Again, the bad effect of the treaty upon this
country was felt very soon after its ratification—in 1854 —and
conceded to be unwise and disastrous before it had been in
force two years. Another thing, it was not terminated until
1866, a year after the war closed, and there was no improvement
in conditions between the date of the close of the war and the
termination of the treaty. The benefits of the abrogation of the
treaty in 1866 were very soon felt, and our exports to that
country have continued satisfactory. They have gone from
about $15,000,000 in 1866 to $241,000,000 in 1910,

We do not need it to secure or retain the trade of Canada,
for the bulk of that we now have. Our exports to Canada last
year amounted to $241,809,233, and our imports from Canada
amounted to $103,256,955, or, in other words, under pregent con-
ditions last year the balance of trade was in our favor to the
extent of $188,552,278. This is a good showing for the United
States, and it seems to me that it is a good plan to let well
enough alone. It would be unwise to return to the disastrous
policy which was followed from 1854 to 18066, Our trade rela-
tions with Canada are mow very satisfactory to the United
States, so why should we change them? By the terms of this
agreement we are to open to them our splendid market of
90,000,000 of people, and in refurn they give us the market
of 9,000,000 of people, and this, too, a market which is now
largely controlled by our producers. There is no better home
market in the world than ours, and why should we part with
any portion of it without an equivalent return? In order that
you may know the extent of the interest of the people of Kan-
gas in this question it is only necessary to tell you that the
products of the farms of our State last year, including live
stock, amounted to nearly $600,000,000, and the market for the
larger part of this wonderful production is found beyond our
own borders. But this is only one agricultural State. Con-
sider the resultant effects upon the 7,000,000 farmers, with the
85,000,000 people, who wonld be directly affected by this meas-
ure.

But, they say, we who oppose this agreement view it from

an erroneous standpoint, and that we should be broader ganged
and look at it from the point of the greatest good to the great-
est number. We believe if those who favor this agreement will
take pains to examine the question they will find we who op-
pose it stand for not only 85,000,000 people directly dependent
upon the farmers, but many millions more who live in the
small towns and villages and depend upon the trade of the farm-
ing community. And if you add to these the people engaged in
other industries affected by this agreement you will find that
those of us who oppose it stand for the greatest number.

I quote the following statistics from the speech of Hon.
AsHER Hinps, of Maine, which covers the trade of Canada on
some important items of the farm, to wit:

In 1908 when Canada was sending us only 23,000 dozens of eggs she
was sending England 1,200,000 dozen. While she has in the last five
years sent to us an average of less than 100,000 opouuds of butter a

ear she has sent to Eggﬁmﬂ as bigh as 33,000,00 gaunds in a Jour.
n the same five years she has gent us an average of less than 150,000
pounds of cheese a year, but her normal annual export to E“ésnd was,
until New Zealand began to shut her out, about 200,000, pounds,
In 1909 she sent to us less than 20,000 barrels of apples, but in the
same year she sent to England more than 1,000,000 barrels.

Now, it is evident if these products of Canada, which now
find markets across the Atlantic Ocean, are given free entry
to the markets of the United States they will be sent to such
markets which are just across the St. Lawrence River or the
Great Lakes, and it is further evident that every dozen of eggs,
every bushel of wheat, oats, or barley, every ton of hay, every
pound of cheese and butter, every barrel of apples and potatoes
produced in Canada and sold in this country, means a loes to
the farmer of the United States of that much of his home mar-
ket, and the money paid for such Canadian products will go
into the pockets of the Canadian farmer and not into the
pockets of our farmers; yet the farmer of the United States
will continue to pay his share of the expense to run this billion-
dollar Government of ours, increased by just so much as the
loss of tariff on these articles entails,

It is not the present products, which, if admitted free from
Canada, would injure American producers, but the danger is
in what would follow the opening of our ports to her natural
products. At present the people of Canada are ecultivating only
30,065,556 acres, which is not as large for the entire Dominion
as the cultivated acreage in the State of Kansas alone. Have
you considered that the land area of Canada is larger than
that of the United States, including Alaska? And yet they are
cultivating only 80,000,000 acres., This means that there are
millions and millions of acres of land which can be had at very
low prices—from 50 cents an acre, under the homestead law,
up to $10 and $20 per acre. To open up our markets to their
products would mean that a large number of people would be
attracted to Canada by the low price of land; that great devel-
opment, improvement, and production would follow.

It is estimated that there are 200,000,000 acres of wheat
land in western Canada not yet cultivated, which would yield
3,000,000,000 bushels of wheat annually. Do you think the
opening up of these vast tracts would help the wheat growers
of the United States? Many of the men and women upon the
farms of this country are those who blazed the way to the West
and Northwest. They endured the hardships and the priva-
tions of the pioneer life. They, and they alone, know the hard-
ships they endured, but they had the courage to stay by the
farm, and the soil teems with rich fruit and the fields are
blessed with abundant harvest, the result of their patience,
their courage, and their labor. These men and women and
their children should enjoy the harvest of those fields, which
they have cleared and tilled, and they should not be deprived
of the great home markets which they help to build up, nor
ghould they be forced by an act of the Congress of this
country to share that market with the people of any other coun-
try unless they receive a full equivalent in return. This is not
done in the pending agreement.

The enactment of the Dingley law started the wheels of the
factory, gave labor employment, and the farmer a market, and
for 12 years the farmer has enjoyed greater prosperity than
ever before. But now, just as he has begun to enjoy some of
the blessings for which he has worked so hard, I regret to see
some of the Repesentatives from the protective sections ready
to force him to share with another the home market, which of
right belongs to him.

THE FARMERS’ SHARE.

There has been much said and much more written in regard
to the farmers’ share of consumers’ cost. The people are very
much interested in this guestion, and it should have an impor-
tant bearing upon the agreement. An examination of the
reports will convince anyone that the farmer is not receiving
any more than his share. Mr. Wilson, Secretary of Agriculture,
in his report of 1910, goes into this question quite fully, and,
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believing his conclusions are of interest to the people on this
point, I desire to submit the following extract from that report
(p. 15) :

High 'iﬂce’ was one of the subjects of my annual r:é%ort for 1909,
It was shown that for many years previous to about 1897, or a little
later, the prices of farm products received by farmers were even
than the cost of production, and often little, if any, above that cost, so
that during a long {»eriod of years the farmer was not thriving. It was
shown also that in the upward-price movement, which beg{nn out 1897,
the prices received by the farmer have advanced in ater degree than
those received by nearly all other classes of producers. at this
should have been so was merely a matter of justice to the farmer to
equalize the reward of his efforts with the rewards recelved in other
lines of production.

The increased cost of fresh beef between the slaughterer and the con-
sumer is given at 38 per cent; the dairyman receives 50 per cent of the
price paid by the comsumer ; the creamery receives about 86 per cent of
the consumers’ price of butter; the apple grower receives about 55 per
cent; the farmer gets 70 per cent on corn; the strswberlhyngmwer. 48

r cent, The farmer receives also 83.3 per cent of the final price in
he retail purchase of blackberries by the erate, 75 per cent in the pur-
chase of cucumbers by the third of a bushel, 66.7 per cent in the pur-
chase of egg-plant by the crate, 60 per cent in the purchase of green
geas by the quart, T0.50 per cent when hay was bought by the ton, and

2.2 per cent in the [mrchasa of horses from retailers,

Among the many other products represented in this list are oats, with
73.6 per cent of the price going to the farmer when bought by the
bushel ; melons, 50 per cent when bought by the gnund; parsnips, 60
ggr cent when bought by the bunch; potatoes, $8.3 per cent when

ught by the bushel ; string beans, 80 per cent when bo ht by the
barrel; sweet potatoes, 60.8 per cent when bought by e barrel ;
turnips, 60 per cent in purchases by the bunch; watermelons, 88.5 per
cent when bought singly.

But to sum the whole matter up, the Secretary says:

From the details that have been presented with regard to the increase
of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer, the con-
clusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well_ﬁ.rounded complaint
against the farmer for the prices that he lpay& e farmer supplies
the capital for jroduction and takes the risk of his losses; his crops
are at the mercy of drought, and flood, and heat, and frost, to say
nothing of noxious insects and blighting diseases. He supplies hard,
exacting, unremitting labor. A degree and range of information and
intelligence are demanded by agriculture which are hardly equalled in
any other occupation. Then there is the risk of overproduction and
disastrously low g:t"lees. From Dbeginning to end the farmer must
steer dexterously escape perils to his profits and, indeed, to his
capital on every hand.

We urge you not to attempt to promote your industries at the
expense of the farmers of this country. We would have you
know that we are disciples of that teacher who strictly charged
his followers to do unto others as they would that others
should do unto them. The foundation of our prosperity as pro-
ducers is found in the diversity of our vocations. Agriculturists
are the great producing class, but they are not independent of
the other classes. The farmer furnishes the food products by
which the entire Nation is fed; the consumer furnishes the
money to buy the products of the farm; and, therefore, these
two great forces should be continued in perfect harmony.

The homes of our farmers, the artisans, and laboring people
throughout our great domain are to-day better furnished, have
more of the comforts, and are more beautiful than the homes
of any other country in the world. The agriculturalists of the
country are by far the largest producing class. Their products
reached in the past year $8,026,000,000 in value, a sum which
staggers computation. Yet these products would not command
such prices as they have for 12 years but for the fact that labor
was employed and capital profitably invested, thereby giving
to the farmer a good home market. By working together we
san continue this prosperity, and I therefore ask that we work
in harmony and let well enough alone. One of my constituents,
in a letter to me, says:

I am opposed to reciﬁroclty, as it will mean low prices to the farmer
for what he has to sell. The Reﬁnlbllcsn Party has always contended
that the tariff was intended to build up the home market, and now that
we have such a market we desire to retain it, but this agreement would
compel us to divide it with the people of another country.

Another writes:

We have been enjoying prosperous times for 12 years, and do not
see how we can better them by giving up a part of our market, High
prices for all our produce s what we have and want. We have a good
thing ; why not keeLF it; think Congress should adjourn at once; the
people need a rest if Congress don't.

Our farmers can not understand why they are asked to give
up what little protection they have upon their products while
the factories and corporations are given protection upon their
finished products. One writes:

Why free wheat for the farmers and a duty on flour for the millers?
Why cattle, hogs, and sheep for the farmer and a duty upon meats
for the Meat Trust and the packer? Why free oats for the farmer
and a duty retained on rolled oats and oatmeal for the breakfast-
food producers? Why free hay for the farmer and a duty upon the

haf press and stackers? Why free butter, eggs, and poultry and a
duty opon lumber?

There is another question. They ask why, when thé revenues
are low, the outlay great, and the surplus getting near the
danger line, is $5,000,000 of revenue given up? Why lose the
revenue, give up the farmers’ market, and get nothing in re-
turn? Why is the farmer interested? Simply because he does

not believe he is given a fair deal. He thinks the agreement

is one-sided. It gives Canada, on all agricultural products,
access to our splendid market without the payment of any duty.

Before we pass upon this question, would it not be well for
us to see how it is regarded by the leaders in Canada? The
prime minister, Sir Wilfred Laurier, in the May number of the
Columbian Magazine, among other things, says:

Our policy has been, i3, and will be, so long as the Canadian people
continue to place in us the confidence they have shown us during 15
years, to markets wherever markets are to be found. We are,
above all, an agricultural people, and under free competition, not bound
in any way by tariff legislation. They will displace all other products
on the tables of the wealthy. Our object to-day is to open the door of
the Amerlcan market, to open the door of a Nation of 90,000,000,
which has been closed to us for the last 50 years.

Again, in the same article, he says:

Canada consumes only 00 per cent of her production of wheat.
Where is the balance to go? All along the shores of Lake St. Peter there
are natural meadows, a few inches above the level of the water, which
are yearly flooded, and which, to the knowledge of everyone In the
Province, have been for a hundred years or more growing hay and noth-
Ing else, * * * g very considerable population who are growers of
hay, and for whom this treaty, if it becomes a law, will be a most posi-
tive boon. To-day they can not sell any bhay in the United States be-
cause there is a duty of §4 per ton. Let the dutg be removed and then
immediately there will be an immense trade in that sectlon, * * *
The same thing applies in the case of eggs, poultry, and mining products.
For this reason it is to our advantage that we should have not only
the British market, but the American market algso. Then there is the
cattle trade. * * * If we are not able to sell all our eattle we can
ralse in Great Britain there is a more ready market in the United States.
Although it was & part of our policy to obtain reciprocity with the
United States we have acted cal lly in so doing, and have not injured
any induostry.

The above quotations from the prime minister of Canada should
be enough to convince anyone in the United States that the
agreement can not benefit the people of the United States. If
they are to secure our market of 90,000,000 people for their
products without injury to any of their industries, then what
will the giving up of that market do to our people? It seems
there is but one answer, and that is it will injure our great
industry. Do not we lose what they gain?

There is the true reciprocity which the Republican farmers,
artisans, merchants, and all others indorse. That is the reci-
procity advocated by Blaine, Harrison, and McKinley—reci-
procity in noncompetitive articles, reciprocity which provides
for a fair exchange, but those statesmen were never in favor
of a one-sided proposition that took the duty off of everything
the farmer produces for sale and made him buy the neces-
saries of life in a protected market. This is the way President
McKinley defined reciprocity in 1897:

The end in view always to be the opening up of new markets for the
products of our country by granting concessions to the products of
other lands that we need and can not produce ourselves, and which do
not involve any loss of labor of our own people, but tend to increase
their prosperity.

I have read the speeches of the lamented McKinley and find
in none of them a change of the policy advocated by him in
1897, Listen to what he said in his last speech, the one he
delivered just before the bullet of an assassin took him to the
great beyond. That great man, whom the people honored and
loved so well, said at Buffalo:

By sensible trade agreements, which will not interrupt our home
productions, we shall extend the outlets for our increasing surplus. A
system which provides a mutual axchnn¥e of commodities is mani-
festly essential to the continued and healthful growth of our export

trade. We must not repose in fancied security that we can forever
sell everything and buy little or nothing. If such a thing was possible
it would not be best for us or for those with whom we deal. We
should take from our customers such of their products as we can use
without harm to our Industries and labor. Reeciprocity is the natural
outgrowth of our wonderful industrial development under domestic
policy now firmly established.

So you see the reciprocity he advocated was one which would
enable us to “take from our customers such of their produets
as we can use without harm to our industries and labor.” The
pending agreement would barm our greatest industry—agri-
culture.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I do not know whether there is
any truth in the proverb that misery loves company, but if there
be any truth in that adage, I desire to afford the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. McCumper] and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. Cugris] all the wretched rapture resulting from the com-
panionship of misery.

I hold in my hand a speech delivered by the Right Hon. Mr.
Sexsmith, a member of the Canadian Parliament. Mr. Sex-
smith is a farmer, and in his address he demonstrates, to his
own satisfaction, that the approval of the reciprocity agree-
ment by the Canadian Parliament would absolutely shipwreck
the agricultural interests of the Dominion of Canada. He
demonstrates that it would depreciate the value of their lands,
depress the price of their products, reduce the wages of their
labor, and that it would subject them to a competition with the
farmers of the United States which they could not withstand.

If the Senator from North Dakota imagines that he has
painted the darkest picture which it is possible for an artist
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to portray, I desire to call his attention to the gloomy prospect
portrayed in this picture by Mr. Sexsmith,

Mr. President, I do not believe that either -artist has painted
true to mature. Both have projected upon the canvas the
phantoms of their own overheated fancies rather than the cold
facts of international trade and commerce. I desire to ask that
this speech be printed in the CoxgrEssioNAL RECORD &S 4 Com-
panion piece fo the speech of the Senator from North Dakota in
order that the farmers of the United States may be assured that
if this agreement does not result in reciprocal benefit it will at
least resnlt in reciproeal ruin.

According to the prophetic vision, according to the egually
conclusive and unanswerable argument of Mr. Sexsmith and
the Senator from North Dakota, the fair and fruitful fields
of the Dominion and of this Republic are destined soon to be-
come a weltering waste of wreck and ruin.

Mr. President, the section of this Union now designated as
Arizona and New Mexico was once peopled by a prosperous and
enlightened race now known as the Cliff Dwellers. The ruins
of their former prosperity still mark the desolate mountain
gides of that distant region. They were brought to an untimely
end through some unaccountable cataclysm of nature. The
remains of those people are still found with their hands clasped
upon their mouths as if protecting themselves against the
noxions fumes and exhalations from a guaking and distracted
earth.

Mr, President, when ruin comes again upon the people of this
country, shared by our neighbors to the northward, it will not
be through poisoning the air that they breathe. Bir, it will be
through a removal of the tax upon the bread that they eat,
a removal of the tax upon the wheat and cattle which they
import from the Dominion of Canada; and our neighbors will
suffer a similar catastrophe from the removal of the tax on
the wheat and on the cattle which they import from the United
States. I repeat, sir, not from too little breath, but from too
much bread.

Some may marvel that such results should flow from this
Canadian agreement, but I suppose the fact that it is to pre-
cipitate disaster upon both the countries results from that
ancient and established canon of philosophy that like causes
produce like effects, and it would be unfair for this agree-
ment to precipitate chaos and ruin in the United States with-
out precipitating a similar fate upon the inhabitants of Canada.

I wish to print this speech, so that when these two lands
now fair, fruitful, and prosperous, shall become a weltering
waste; when the traveler of the future, impelled by curiosity,
shall wander through this land, now prosperous, then desolate,
he shall find deposited in the corner stone of that maunsolenm
in which our hopes, our prosperity, and our destiny are en-
tombed the speech of the Senator from North Dakota, accom-
panied by the speech of Mr. Sexsmith, of the Canadian Par-
lament, accounting for the catastrophe which overwhelmed
this matchless Republic and that splendid Dominion toward the
Northern Star.

I ask to have this speech printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Symoor in the chair). The
Benator from Oklahoma asks consent to have the speech he
sends to the desk printed in the Rrecorn. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The speech referred to is as follows:

Seeecur or Hox, J. A, B:‘f:&nﬂ’lfgffn CANADIAN PARLIAMENT

RECIPROCAL TEADE WITH THE UNITED STATES.

Mr. J. A. 8exsMiTH, of East Peterboro Mr. Chairman, ever since
the guestion of reci has come ore this House I have been
ly interested in because we have been told by the Government

and their supporters tltu‘!olngtolnmm the prosperity of the
farmer. As a farmer myself and as the representative of a ri com-
{)oaed lnrrieh' of farmers, it would, of course, be a great pleasure to me
o support any measure really calculated to advance the cause of agri-
cul because when the er is prosperous the Nation is pros-
ous, and when the farmer is hard up so is the Nation. Ba:sigmctty
P:ra&guutlan that requires deep consideration, and it is a guestion as
to ich the Government should be armed with facts and figures in
respect thereto, so that there may be mo guesswork about it at all. I
have listened to honorable gentlemen on other side us that
the condition of the Canadian farmer is going to be impro by this
arrangement, but not one of them has produced a scintilla of evidence
to prove these vague assertions. It is after all a liumlon of the
market conditiongs in Canada as com with those Iln the United
States. If the United States markets are better for farm products
than they are in Canada, then the Canadian farmer wounld be benefited,
as he would be raised to that higher plane which would be ocentpled by
the farmers of the United States under a prev condition of higher
prices. But, if the farmers of Canada are enjoying equally as good
markets as those enjoyed by the United States farmers, then the farm-
ers of Canada have nothing to gain, and, if the Canadian farmers are
enjoying better markets than are migyeé b{ the farmers of the United
States, then we are sure to lose and must be dragged down to their
level. T listened to the speech of the minister of agriculture with a
good deal of attention and I read it carefully, but I have failed to find
one particle of proof from that man in that speech to show that the
condition of the Canadian farmer is golgnto be improved. I am con-
fident that if the Canadian farmers read speeches of the minister of

agriculture and his supporters, and if they take that reciproei ee-
ment and study it they will come to the conclusion that !tpis a %lﬁ?on,
and when the {ime comes for them to pronounce u{)on it by their vot
they will declare that they will have none of it. I say wl{hout ftlt‘ﬁ
contradiction that the Government went blindfolded into this arrange-
ment. They had it in their power to get all the necessary evidences:
they could have made thorough inquiry into the conditions of the
of the United States and the markets of Canada, and th
could have compared the two and told the members of this House an
g:gemen? oarnt 2 - jl%lst ?hhu(}?}m - R s
e neg. to secure
information and rushed blindfolded into. this 'ing
where it would lead to. The Government, not hav
at their command, and hay! refused fo give it if they have it, 1 have
been compelled to go to considerable trouble to hunt up statistics which
would enable mé to arrive at a reasonable ion as to how we stand
in trade relations with the United States. Time and again have these
g:ntleme:t In'” tiﬁél él; ‘itn ttahethi;enéﬂm th% tﬁms \;m derive by
getting our i nited es markets, and the
minister of agﬂmlg.m told us the other might that we would sell the
United States peoﬂe what they wanted and send the rest to Great
Britain. ell, I have gone into the fizures of the exchange of these
dairy proflucts between the United States and Canada and vice versa
for the last five years; I have taken the imporis and experts of butter,
cheese, eggs, etc., and if the House will bear with me I shall placs
them on record. This is the result:

Congds exports to United States.

908 | 0S| 1908 | 10 | 1m0 | Tota

$43,045 | $54,804 | §201,068 | £371,152
27,247 | 28,036 | 63,300 | 142,700

i mace e i cesevnoeeal 513,851
0,846 | 14,052 | 13,806 50, 685

1008 1007 1908 1909 | 1010 Total,

§77,004 443 | $18,075 | $30
16651 | 56,00 | 48, | 390,008

e S et el e im 745, 545
216,278 | 288,842 | 170,408 | 869,568

Total dairy imports
Total

45, 545
dairy exports S35 063

Difference in favor of imports 231,504
ks

Total value of eggs imported 869, 568
Total value of eggs exported 50, 685

Difference in favor of imports 809, 903

1 do not anticipate any great adva.uﬁfe from E:min our prod-
ucts into the Unx!‘taed Btates market, but I do nk fgmt, on the con-
trary, the United States farmers will reap considerable benefit from
being able to compete with us in our home market. The market which
the minister of nfricultnre speaks go highly of, and as to which he said,
spea on the 13th of December, this year:

- in Canada the production dairy products—that is, milk
and Its products—is at the least £100,000,000 a year, and that is at
least $20,000,000 greater than was the product-of the cows in 1903,
The dairy commissioner goes on to mg:

44 Our home Jnarket is growing at the rate of ?2,000.000 a year, and
it is already b{nfnr the most Important one we have In point of
"“1”’“; as it takes fully four s as much as there iIs surplus for

You will see, therefore, how important it is in these caleula-
tlons and discussions not to d the home market, and not for a
go.g:ent-to base our estimates or our confentions upon the export

ade.”

We have a home market that consumes $4 worth of our dairy prod-
ucts to eve_g dollar’s worth that we export. That Is the market which
the honorable minister spoke so favorably of, the market we should
guard so religiously, and that is the market that the Government now
pro to throw open to the competition of the whale world. I
contend that there is no market for Canadian cheese in the United
States to-day, and the conditions are such that we were practically
unable last year to sup;&ﬁ the market of Canada for butter. Of eggs,
we bonght from the United States in five years nearly $1,000,000 worth
more we sold to them. Yet we are told that there is a great
market for our farmers in the United States, and that if they get in
there they are going to reap a wonderful reward. On December 13
the minis‘fer of agriculture, in his speech on cold storage, referred to our
poultry product in these words:

“ One thing my honorable friend did not allude to was the poultry
production. . There is no question whatever that to-day there is a far
greater production of eggs and poultry meat than there was 10 years
ago, a.udp yet the prices of those things are much higher. Why? Be-
cause home consumption has increased. more rapidly than home produc-
tion, and the result is that the home market for eggs and poultry meat
is better than the rt market; consequently, we have practically no
export of eggs or poultry to Great Britain and very little to the United
tes"

At that time the honorable minister was ver‘y; E;mud of the home
market. He said we should guard it because it he best market for
our farmers, and in that I agree with him. But, sir, when this reci-
procity arrangement was brought down, he Emmedl'atelg turned his face
away from the farmer to the interests of his E"t’ and tried to deceive
our farmers into thinking that they will be benefited by this arrange-
ment which the Government, with the assistance of the servile follow-
ing behind them, are trying to put through. Now, it is one of the most
gerions things that could hapglen to the farmers of Canada to have their
home market invaded by all the cheag produncing countries in the world,
Even If the fayvored-nation clause did not affect us, I contend that our
farmers are in a better position to-day than the farmers of the United
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Bta and we have no reason to open our and me now the of the ether meat products
to ct%a in and compete with us. In an::u tol:.mﬁm mm &gtthe ?tues. have alre:i; glven thep!mpotts of
or, of Leeds, on March 9, the following statement was made: and hams:
Btatement showing the quantity and value of butter and eggs imported
i rm"}?ﬁ‘,“ into an:agn\. by countries, during :ﬁ month of 1007 1008 1900 1910 | Total.
Pounds. alue, Extracts of meats -
¥ snd flold beef, not -
meats and soups...| 964,081 | $33,207 | $45,503 | 840,000 | §52,435 | $236,016
y M nored ete - °* | waoes | 1o | vwes| eoas| sram| e
Great Britain. T 2,800 PO | mla R " 4 ’
New Zealai.---- oo S e e s | s47m| TRe | e | w45 |39
DRied Boae.;iorts 6,838 | 1,707 | e meste. e S 76,784 | 100,588 uzsm | m’ﬁ; gbwﬂ
Total.... ok 206,472 | 47,209 | Lard %18 . 538 196,
o %
...... 1
Ty T e ————— AR
United States........ .| 719,315 131,341
) T e e i e S S e AL P S el 734,703 | 133,207

New Zealand is one of the countrles that will come in under the
favored-nation ¢lanse. It is a cheap producing country, and its summer
season oocurs at the time of our winter season, when the farmers of

country are producing at the highest cost and expect to have a
little higher price for their products. I1f our market is thrown open
and New Zealand and all the other cheap

roducing countries of the
world are allowed to pour their products Into It, and if New Zealand
should send the same av for the 12 months of the year, she would
invade the market of Canada In butter alone to the extent of over half
a million dollars. I just want to sa{ t if this agreement goes into
force the farmers of Camada will get a blow such as they have never
received before. Our home market for dséi‘l:'{ Etrodnctl consumes over B0
per cent of our total dairy products, it is thrown open the
whole world will have the privilege of compet!nﬂg with our farmers on
even ground. When all these goods come in under duty, what may we
expect when we have free trade? The United States are mot by any
means an importing country. They are producing all they want and to
:gare. Last year they exported a great amount of dairy [Jrodncts to

e varlons markets of the world. 1 wish to deal for a little while
with our Imports and experts of meats. The Government has refused
to supply us the market prices, as it should have done, so that I have
taken our own trade and commerce reports and our own official records
in order to make comparisons. Here is a list of the exports of Canada
to the United States from 1006 to 1910:

Bacon and hams :
1906

$59, 551
1907 19,180
1908 5, 211
1909 208, 945
1910 8, 569
Total 301, 466

We imported from the United Btates as follows:

BBCO;I 931:& hams : $783.230
1907 225
1908 851, 807
1909 744, 694
1910 829, 24

Total 3, BOS, 208

Yet this is the market in which our farmers are told they will be able
to sell to better advantage than Iin the home market. The price of ho
honorable genflemen te tell us, Is greater in the 'l?nitad States
than in Canada; but t be the case, how is it we have been buyin
guch a very large amount from them in excess of what we sell to themg

Take our exports of beef to the United States. We exported as fol-

| send out to the farmers of this country? Does that

lows:
1806 141
1907 i{ll: 484
1908 12, 708
1900 14, 227
1910, 12, 635
Total 57,195 |
©Of all other meats we exported to the United States as follows:
1900 $67,974
1907 ; 53, 613
1908 48, 871
1900_ 60, 164
1910_ 61, 508
Total 292, 130
And the total of all their exports amounted to $650,863, ]
Compare that with our imports. We imported from the United
Btates beef salted in barrels as follows:
1900 $159, 848
1907 181, 718
1908 187, 525
1909 122, 668
1810 = 122 444
Total 664, 208
Of canned meats, poultry, and game we imported from the United
States as follows:
06
108 5 801
1908 27,596 |
1809 30,412
1910 45, 460
Total 214, 835

recity.
Enothgr should lay the plain facts before the people it is the minister
of agriculture, for the farmers look to him er%ect him to give
and not to deceive them. Speaking of the Beef Trust
, the minister of agriculture on that eccasion eaid:
a moment ago that the packing houses would pot dls:gpes.r.
I think my honerable friend had in mind ¥ the packing houses
in Winnipeg. I have heard it sald that the pu:ld.uﬁ houses in Winnipeg
would disappear, becaunse Chi would swamp them when the whele
west is thrown oﬁ and subservient to the Ch market.
What is thghn nundlb ﬂ: of affairs tb—d:l.th y in mhmtadmsmmh Dg&; %311:
Chicago usiness swamp a‘ﬂ:cnng ouses 5
Om;-.lﬁg. gta in gcmth St. Paul? We know, if the honorable gentleman
does not know, that these cities are doing a -house busi-
mess. 1 have here some fizures to show what that business is in com-
parison with the packing houses of Winnipeg.”
The minister goes on to show the difference between the packing
houses of Kansas City and Omaha and the packing houses of Winnipeg:
* In Kansas (():lﬁg last year the local killings of catfle were 1,284,000 ;

of sheep, 1,186, : of hogs. 1,900,000. The local pac and abattoir
egtablishments of Kansas City showed, of sheep,

of cattle, 773,000;
1,256,000 ; of hogs, 1.856,000. In Bouth Bt. Panl the local
wers 160,000 cattle, 207,000 sheep, and 823,000 hogs.

“ Compare Winnipeg:
“ Cattle, ann,;%m of those in 8t. Panl; one-tenth, about, of those
Paul; one-fortieth of
City.

in Omaha; o thofthoulnl(i.nmélst{.
“ Sheep, 30,000: oneseventh of those in
those in : one thirty-fifth of those in Kansas 4
“ Hogs, 91,000; one-ninth of those in Bt. Paml; one-twentieth of
!numm:one-twenﬂethotfhoseinxgasuut 5 MR
uestion grea’ CRZO0
e people believe that there
ada or

the packing
8 is that t ckingpgm
of the Beef sf. But see

what he was co to admit a moment or two afterwards when he
m uti]oned by my honorable friend from REast Lambton [Mr.
|4 B

“Mr. ArmsTRONG. 1 merely want to ask the minister if it is mot
a fact that these large meat-packing firms in Kansas City, Omaha, and
‘St. Paul are a part of the t Trust? 1 have visited these cities
frequently and I know what I am taTking about.

“Mr. Fisaer, If m{ henorable friend says that he knows they are
1 will ot dispuie it. 1do not know that they are, and I therefore will
not say whether they are or not. PEut that does mot make any
difference.”

T would ask the minister of agriculture: Is that a fair speech to
ve our farmers
an intelligent view of things as they really are—to e it appear that
there was ne er to our bacon and our beef industry from the Beef
Trust of Chicago? I have ne hesitation in saying that if this arrange-
ment goes into effect the whole meat business of Canada inside of two
years will be under the great cembine, the Meat Truost of Chicago, and
that trost will gﬂy the farmers of Canada just what it pleases. I
Entnted out to the minister of agriculture a year ago, and

e year previous to that, that the farmers seemed to think
1 under certain grievances by reason of the packing
this country; that these people had pressed the market

think in
they were
Industry in
‘down in cer-

1
i
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tain seasons of the year. The minister said that he would have the
matter investigated. And this is the result of his mvest‘tcfntion: He
finds difficulties that might be overcome h{hpmper legislation, but in
(r)l'del't tod avoid this he says, * Take down the bars, and we will have
ree trade.”

Now, a word or two on the question of the throwing open of our
markets to the forelgn countries that are allowed to enter under this

,arrangement. The minister of agriculture, on the 13th of December

last, told the House that the Canadian farmer was not in a position
to compete with the Australian farmer in raising sheep and ecattle,
He told us that the conditions in Australia were entirely different.
This is what the minister said:

“As I am not acguainted with the details of the business, I would
not undertake to say whether my honorable friend is right or wrong.
My honorable friend is quite right in saying that the number of sheep
has decreased in Canada, but when he compares that with the increase
in Australia, Argentina, South Africa, and other countries he is draw-
ing a comparison with countries in which the climate and other condi-
tions are entirely different.”

These are the words of the minister himself :

“Australia, both as regards sheep and cattle, is a ranching countiry.
The cattle there run wild over enormous areas and are not taken care
of at all. Sheep are in the same position. They have illimitable ex-
panses for pasturing, which we have not, and they have a climate more
suitable for that kind of wild life than ours., Therefore a com;:arlson
between Canada and Australia in this regard is not a fair one.'

Now, the minister of agricnlture admitted on the 13th of December
that the conditions in Australia were so different from those in Canada
that the Canadian farmer could not compete with the Australian farmer
in raising beef or sheep. But to oblige our American cousin he says
we will allow the farmers of Canada to come into eom&«:t[tion with
Australia ; we will allow Austrailan beef to come into this country;
there is no longer any danger In allowing Australian beef and mutton
to come into Canada. Now, I say he is entirely wrong. I wish to

uote an article that appeared in one of the Toronto ly papers on

pril 11: it is headed * Will ship meat from Australia™:

“Mr, Arthur Kidmar, chairman of the perishable foods committee of
the Chamber of Commerce at Sydney, New South Wales, is at the King
Edward. He is breaking his return journey for a day in Toronto, and
leaves for home via Chicago this afternoon. Mr. Kidmar is largely
interested in the meat, butter, and egg packing industry in Sydney, and
has been spending the past year in a tour of inspection through Great
Britain, France, Germany, and other parts of Europe, studying par-
ticularly the abattoir systems and methods of exportation in the conti-
nental centers of the packing industry. He has also been arranging,
in behalf of the s,vdne{ chamber, for the exportation of food products
from Australia to Great Britain and America. Shipments will be made
immediately to Toronto and Montreal, and shortly also to New York.”

Mr. TaYLor of Leeds. And they pay a duty of 3 cents a pound.

Mr. BexsMiTH. This man says that shipments will be made imme-
diately under present conditions, gaying a duty, either to Toronto or to
Montreal. Now we propose bav this arrangement to take off the duty,
and let them gend into Canada as much meat as they like, and that
from a country that the minister of agriculture said a few weeks ago
was one that we could not compete with on even terms. Now, speaking
of the United States market, and what we are to gain, I want to quote
some figures of their exports in the articles I have been mentioning:

Eggs, United States exported in 1909, 5,207,151 dozen,
valued at_

2 1, 199, 522
Butter, United States exported in 1909, 5,981,265 pounds, $

valued a FENTY 1, 268, 210

Cheese, United States exported in 1900, 6,822,842 pounds,
valued at 857, 091
Condensed milk, United States exported in 1909_________ 1, 375, 104
Lard, United States exported in 1909__________________ 52 712 569
Pork, pickled, United States exported in 1909 _____ 4, 599, 431
Ham and shoulders, eured, Uni States exported In 1909_ 23, 525, 307
Bacon, United States exported in 1909 __ __ _____________ 25, 920, 490
Beef, fresh, United States exported in 1909 ____________ 12, 698, 604
Beef, salted and pickled, United States exported in 1009___ B, 438, 048
Total meat and dairy products in 1909 _________ 166, 521, 949

And we are to come into competition with a country with a home
market 10 times greater than that of the Canadian people—a home
market that exports 10 times more than Canada does. want to say a
word to show what conditions really are in our home market. In the
Provinee of Ontario I find that the total number of swine slaughtered
during the year 1900 was 1,986,432, valued at $21,407,549. Our total
exports of hogs and h? roducts for the same year, for all Canada,
amounted to only $6,915,577. Thus we see that Ontario alone has pro-
duced three times more wau and ho% Ehmducm than the total exports
of all Canada in the year 1900. Is i erefore reasonable to say that
the home market is not the best market the Canadian farmer has? In
1909 the Province of Ontario produced $184,747,900 worth of live stock,
and there were sold or slaughtered in that Province alone in the same
E(‘ﬂl‘ $64,464,923 worth. 8o, in the Province of Ontario alone, as a

ome market, we have disposed of over $64,000,000 worth of beef and
other cattle, whereas our total exports of cattle from all Canada during
the same year only amounted to $12.254,287. And yet we are told by
the minister of agriculture that our home market is not as valuable as
it was a few months ago, and we must diseard it, and allow all the
countries of the world to come in and enjoy it. I do not see the minister
of customs in his seat, but I wish to refer to what he said a few
evenings ago, In discussing dairy producis. He did not care to discuss
them bulk, but for some reason or other, I suppose for political
reasons, he reduced pounds of butter to ounces, and reduced dozens of

egegs to units, and then told us that we onl&import two or three e
and two or three ounces of butter per capita into the Dominion.
me Take the meat

ve you a few ﬂfums pr&med in the same way,
products. We bou from the United States annually the last few
years $2.10 worth for every man, woman, and child in Canada, while we
only sold to them seven-tenths of 1 per cent per ca.ﬁttn. Now, I will
speak about potatoes, and let me first read from Hansard what the
minister of agriculture about potatoes on the 28th of March :

“1In 12 years of hlﬁh uties the United States accepted from Canada
11,000, worth of potatoes more than they sent Into Canada.
urely if we can get those potatoes Into the States without duty, it will

be to the advantage of our potato raisers.”

1 put a question on the o paper and received the followlng answer

from the m er of customs : .
(1) The quantity and value of potatoes (Canadian produce) exported

from Canada to the United States during the fiscal years from 1901 to
1010, inclusive, was as follows: .

Value.

(2{ The guantity and value of potatoes imported into Canada from
the ‘nitfetlil tates during the fiscal years from 1901 to 1910, inclusive,
was as follows:

Bushels. Value.
136, 666 $38, 649
81,771 £7,070
407, 425 228, (09
77,028 78, 025
518,875 232,044
155 126,163

04, 521 1,
249,907 195, 650
127, 110 129,725
217,170 181,751

I notice the total exports of potatoes during 10 years from Canada to
the United States were $1,958,886, while our imports from the United
States were $1,419,651, a difference of $5389,235 in favor of the United

States. This Is the great market of which we hear so much. Potatoes
and hay are the only farm produects that we have been able to export
to the United States in greater quantity than we have received from

them, but this is the market they are going to give us. It is on state-
ments of that kind that we cre asked to settle this great question. I
have not gone Into the figures since confederation, but I think I am
safe in saying that the United States have not admitted a million
dollars’ worth of our potatoes more than sent to United States since
confederation, let alone the $11,000,000 worth in 12 years of which the
minister spoke.

1 shall quote our exports and imports of vegetables. During five years
we impor?ed from the TUnited Btates $3,365,083 worth of vegetables.
We sold to them $2,021,054, a difference in favor of the Unit
of $1,847,020. And

States
yet our market gardeners are told: * Oh, you are
all right, you are perfectly safe; you get the United States market, you
can ship your potatoes and vegetables there.” But they have been
invading our markets and selling millions and millions of dollars more
to us than we have been able to sell to them. :

1 have labored hard in the effort to come to some reasonable con-
clusion in connection with our wheat trade. I have consulted the
statistics of the United States, and their market prices, and compared
them with Canadian statistics for the last 15 or 20 years. I do not
know that it would be wise to take up time by reading prices for 20
years, so I shall read them for the last 10 or 15 years, and give the
averages. -1 shall take from the Toronto Globe the prices for No. 2
white wheat on December 1 in each year; that is, the prices paid to
the farmers in Toronto, the United States, and Winnipeg: =

Wheat.
7 Market
No. 2 white: No. 1 north-
pEries per | o ates | ern: Pri
0= = u
. Stat. Ab- '
(22000 e | Wi,
each year.! lremsr.' each year.3
Cents. Cents. Cenis.
93 838 75
B0 539 a1
64- 66 G2 4 3
57 53.8 (i
57 40.1 58
65~ 654 50.9 55
85 72.6 8if
83 80.8 92
68 58.2 ]
65 58. 4 654
64 643 61.9 76
ml & &
T 78 60. 5 0l
100-101 924 a1
70- 80 748 7
71 66. 7
95~ 96 87.4 102
03- 94 02.8 90}
100-105 90.8 96
77- 75 7.2 78.95
82- 60 ™ 85. 40
1 Quotations Toronto Globe.  * Ann. Rep. Dept. Agriculture. 3 Various sources.

1 notice, aceording to these statistics—and the{ are the only reliable
statistics we can get—that the price of wheat to the farmers of the
United States for the last 10 years has been lower than the price to
the farmers of Canada, even in Winnipeg. We have been told that the
wheat production of the Unitcd States ls falling off, and that in a
ghort time they will require some millions of bushels from the Canadian
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farmer to supply their own market. The minister of agriculture, speak-
ing on the reciprocity question, said:

* This makes a total acreage in our Northwest of 213,000,000 acres
witl'un the wheat-producing area. I do not mean to say that all this
land will produce wheat, or will ever be under wheat, hllt I do mot
think it would be out of the way for me to say that, in the course of
15 or 20 years, on ‘ananm of that land, say 50.000300 will be | eve
produc[ng wheat. that time comes, the mea Korthmt will

uee 1,000,000,000 bushels of wheat. I venture to say that the

ers will need not only the home country and the American market,
but also the European market in which to sell that wheat. When that
time comes, there is no doubt, there will be in the United
150,000,000 to 200,000,000 peop e] and they will need at least 250.000-
to- 300,000,000 bushels of wheat.”

minister in this respect. I have eorermdtamtlu mdnctl
the United States wheat crop ror‘o:etm-nl years, and the taken
from the statistical abstract show the following results:

United Slates production of wheat in each year from 1891 to 1901.

Bushels.
611, 789, 000
185" §15; 949, 000
1893 396. 132, 000
1804 400, 267, 000
1895 ) 487. 108, 000
1806 427, 684, 000
1897 530, {:gr %
ig‘ﬁ b4T, 804-. 000
1900. 522, 230; 000
Total for 10 5, 153, 756, 000
Average for one year .. 515, 375, 000

United States production of wheat in each year from 1901 to 1910,

Bushels.
1901 T48, 460, 000

1902 0, 063,
1903 637, 822, 000
552, 400, 000

1 A 602, 979,
1904 T35, ﬁ%, 000

1907 634, "
1388 664, 602, 000
1900 737, 180, 000
1910 691, 769, 000
Total for 10 years 6, T64, 632, 000
Average for one yegr 676, 463, 200

Last 10 years produet, 515,375,600 bushels, an average of 161,087,600
bushels more per yéar than for previous decade.
They have increased their production %lut 10 years over
Pt Tt That b oty thaf i s laat £1 pro-
year. 0 say, tha [
Eﬂ d each year 161,000,000 bn.nhels more Bﬁ?dmﬂ a:l.d’mm%a 10
years & reviously. The minister of agricnlture to
dpeeple of the United States would be consuming all ths wheat
{mcoul roduce, and would reguire from 150,000,000 to 200,000,000
ls. of wheat per year from us for home consumption. hotﬁlnpi
could be further from the mark. Their increase in the production o
wheat in the last 10 years over the previous 10 years is annually
greater than the total production of all Canada. that on tha
average per capita mnsumption of. the United States for the last 20
years, or for the last 30 years, u.:E:m like, nt 5.38 bushels per capita,
we: find that their increased production fn the Iast 10 years was capable
of feeding 30,000,000 people, while their increased population was only
16,000,000 people. Inmstead of the population gainin% on the produc-
tion the production has: actually mcreased dly as the
lation. e United States is now henf for 140,
population, and it is safe to say that the next 20 years they will he
rodu for a population of ‘Wkere, then, is the market
our Canadlan wheat? Why do the Amarlcana want our wheat?
Lust year they had 48000000 acres under wheat, and the American
farmer ig an a e farmer, and under & proper system of farming,
if they bring up t.hetr roduction ammmmmdot&nada
they w!Il be prod'ﬂclng n the next ars nearly 1,000,000,000 bush-
els of wheat annually. Why, then, do want our wheat?
ﬂMr.mmotMTheywantltto with thelr wheat for export
our.
Mr. Sexsymrre, That is it. I do mot think T can explain that better
%%Ill by reading this from the Ontario Miller, published on February 8,

** WHEAT AND FLOUR.

* When it is considered that owing to the high &m adg and superior
strength of the wheat grown in the newly opened an northwest,
1 bushel mixed with 3 bushels of the less virile wheat grown in the
United States, and ground into flour, is sufficient to raise the whole to.
high value, it is apparent that the free importation of this wheat wounld
not only fail to depress the price of American w , but would actually
give it added m!ne. because it would enable the American miller to.
use the Canadian product as a leaven to raise the value of his mixture ;
thus every bushel of Canadian wheat exported as flour by the Ameriean
miller would earry with it a much greater amount of wheat grown in
the United States.

“ The miller who is nhle %-Lnd this enormous erop will be the
ﬁmu alrd.tha future, and is there will be the great mills of

e Wor

“YWith free Canndian wheat secured, the preapect is a grand ome,
with this enormous and steadily increasin free to porsue its
natural geographical and ecommereial channe g into the mills and
elevators of the States, a l.egllelztcnd tide of actl\f!t{ and prosperity would
follow in its wake. their future ¥ of raw material, th
mills of Ameriea would go forward on thelr developing course, con
tinuing the march of pmgtess which h.a.s brought them to the front
New mills would be built and capacities New markets abroad
would be sought and conqu

* The retums Irom thls renewed and extended actl would be felt

New be ded

in inereased sperity.
!.ntn the wh owlng t.erritnry » Amerfean railroads earrying the
flour from the mills would secure uddltional freights ; American banks
would obtain increased deposits and greatly enlnrged exclmnge accounts ;

' the R ced land is, and we
duoced fgh-pri o propoese by

| sota is but Iittle more than

American mill

mnwonldhmdemudmdpa ml]swonl({he;
inereased ; mill ma; . ba.p, barrels, and other supplies would '
be nquired in large more money would be in cireulation and

Ell: benefit wuuld be telt in every artery of industrial life touched by

milling.
"Thgre- ::rhonlitg an grun. firms, in eilava.tars. and in
ranch o flour-making interests.
is would be ‘few in the ndﬁed value of real estate and in the
solid and substantial dﬂelnpment of every undertaking and enterprise
that makes & communi hpmperw Fnrmers would find & market for
thelr produets, and in the end, should this mgz be assimilated here
rather tim.n abroad, they will secure an avera, igher price for the!r
wheat, because i, becm hj.u of the n:.urty of the pmgzemlve and successful miller t
raw material
owda will lose in transportation, manufacturing, in wam uid
rrert laber, in wagu paid all workmen, in geods supplied, in
ch! ry, bﬁca, and barrels.
the greatest loss would be in the by-products which Canadian
!armers s0 much need.”

Now, I wish to read from President Taft's s before the Corn
Exchange in Columbus, Ohio, on February 10. He was s from
the farmer's standpoint, and he went on to show that they had nothing
to fear from reciprocity with Canada, but that they had considerable to
gain from nttlntln!so t!m Canadian market, because of the majority of
commodities muadmthemwek‘amdhnggmhadbeenb%
moere from the United States than the United Sta had been bu
from €Canada. The President then goes on tosagoo

“ Canada is our neighber on the north for 3 miles, Her popula-
ﬁun 1.!' English, Scotch, and French. Her soil is like ours. Her tradi-
e same as ours. Her language is ours. Her climate is tem-
pern.te ke ours, except that her growing seasons are nhurter and she
ean not raise corn in any at quanti She has a free po (11;07-
ernment with a g class as te].l!gent and as we
ours. It is difficult to see in what res?ect ber farmers have azur ad-
vantage over our own except a virgin soil in the far northwest.

““How is the farming to be burt?' he asked. He then took up the
effect it would have on corm and wheat R lces. on the value of farm
lands in the United Etates‘ and en the industry in the United
States. He declared that t to corn the American farmer is
king and will remain so, reeip or no reciprocity.’ As te wheat,

. Ih:he said the domestie priee is governed by the warl prlce and that

sending of a.ny part of Canada’s surplus through our
stend of thruugh Canada to be milled or to be exported without Ez.ling
wil nntpa-ce'p tibly or materially affect the ce of wheat for our

'I‘hsu.lueutn.rmhn " he said, * hnﬂectedbythe proximity to
mrket more than by any other element,” and be ma!ntained that the
American farmer would still have the advan in this respeet. He
ihnpredictadamtinamummmm ing as a result of the
agreem

“*It is a mere trulsm,” said the President, ‘to say that the farmers
of a country constitute the greatest wealth-preducing class of the coun-
%&md that it 15 of the greatest im ance to conserve their welfare.

n we have had good erops the wheels of all industries have moved
and wealth has been stored. Any one, therefore, who would initiate
x poﬂg mt: injure the farmer has much to answer for at the bar of pub-

= Tbe greatest reason for adopting this a eement is the fact that it
is golng to unite two countries with kindred peo e and lying together
across 0 wide continent in a commercial and I union to the great
advantage of both. Such n result does not need to be justified by a
nice balaneing of y profit to each. Its undoubted bene-
fit will vindicate those who are responsible for it. I say this in order
that by answe the arguments d ted to the detailed effect of the
agreement upon different classes of clfm“ I may not b& tga:ghtmt;:

abandon the hmé u which the opportunity to
agreement ough aeimd_w
“Taktng ﬂrst the effect of the ent on corn, he sald: ‘ The
total mn of corn im the United tes in 1910 was 3,12 718,000

bus ut which we exnorted 33,072,209, and used the rest in domestic
consumption, chiefly in ralsing cattle and hogs, of which in uve cattle
and nscktnf-hom products we e orted In value $135,985,212."

I would like to know how ers of Canada are going to gnin
by gett to the m.a:ietn ot the United States for their beef and
pork p: cta. a country that is compeﬂnﬁ with Canada in the markets
of Liverpool, that sets the p'rdce for the n.rmm of the Unibcd States
as well as for tha tarmers of and a conngrg hich, aecording
to the President himself, exported last year §135,985,212 worth of beef
and pork. The President went on to ir

he Canadian product of eorn was 18,726,000 bushels, or six-tenths
of 1 per cent of the total prodncﬁono the United States. We exported
6,000,000 bushels to Canada. Certainly in respect of corn the Amerl-
can farmer is king and will remain so, recipmcity or no reclpmcit;r
Indeed, the change will greatly help him by his supply of
young ‘and thin cuttle, now very scarce, for reeding h his corn and
making good beef.”

They propose to go to our Northwest and buy up our thin eattle and
take them over to fatten on their own farms, and, as the honorahle
member for Brnndon said, thnt eonntry will become the backdoor of

Chiengo. But the President went on

““But it is sald that the f.arm land of Ohio, Indiana, Illinels, Iowa,
Wisconsim, and other States is much more valuable than the land in
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Assiniboin, and Alberta, the four grent North-
western Provinces of Canada, and that to give Canadian farmers free
entry of products raised om chuﬁu nds will be eertain to lower farm
lands in value in this country thing conld be further from the fact,
Canadian lands are farther remeved from the Minneapolis and CJieaso
mrkﬂs than the lands of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Towa, or Illinols, and
ﬁ to market is a mest important element in the value of farm
en the natural change in farming in this country is from the

. mislng of grain for export to the raising of grain for farm consum

tion and dewlorment of the secondary mrmdnm in the forms of eatt?-
and hogs. e are DOIE?: fattened. The hogs are raised
and fed. It is farming of that explains the high value of
farm lands in Illinols and Towa™
The President goes on to argue that where the finished article is pro-
this arrangement
ractically to compel the and of the western Prov-
?nces to sell thelr thin eattle to the United States to be fattened on
their farms. The President continued:
“ The difference In the value of the aere between Manitoba and Minne-
$8, while the difference between Minnesotn
and Wisconsin is $60; between Wiscomsin and Illinols is $52; between
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Wisconsin and Towa is $40; between Michigan and Indiana is $31.
These figures show incontestably that the fear of a reduction in farm-
lar.}d w:l ;ies of this country by letting in Canada’s products is wholly
unfounded.

“The price of wheathless transportation and other charges for
warehouse and delivery, fixed by what all the wheat-exporting coun-
tries, including the United States and Canada, can get for their sur-
plus_in Liverpool,

“ Hence the sending of any part of Canada’s su
country instead of through Canada to be milled or to aIPorted with-
out milling will not perceptibly or materially affect the price of wheat
for our farmers.

“ Open up the markets of Minneapolis and Chicago, giving the trans-
gormu@a and warehousing facilities of our Northwest, and the Cana-

ian farmer will get for his wheat practically what the American
farmer gets, less the higher freight charges due to greater distance
from market. In other words, the advantage we give the Canadian
farmer will not hurt our farmer, for the price will remain the same.

Where do you find that the Canadian would get a higher price for
his wheat under this a ent? President Taft says it will make no
difference; or, in other words, that the agreement will not hurt the
American farmer. He on to :

“ But by patronizing our elevators, our flour mills, our railroads, he
will secure admission to the world’s market at a less cost to himself,
while we will secure the advantage of increased trade for our elevators,
our mills, our railroads, and our commission men.

“The United States secured for the farmers the free listing of such
!mgorta.nt agrlcu:tnral products as cottonseed oil, all kinds of fruits
and vegetables, timothy and clover seed, eggs, and numerous other
products in which the movement to Canada from the United States is
much greater than from Canada to the United States. The remission
of $1,800,000 in duties on rough lumber imported into the United States
by free listing it, along with pickets and palings, and the heavy reduc-
%oa} on dressed lumber, laths, and shingles are all in the interest of

e farmer.

“Let the agreement be adopted and go into operation and in six
months the farmers on the border who now have fears will rejoice in
this great step toward closer business and social relations with our
neighbors. The whole country—farmer, manufacturer, railroad com-
pm'ﬂ. middleman, warehouseman—all will be the Igniner."

at is the argument of President Taft, and I submit that what he
predicts is exactly what will take place if we allow this treaty to go
rough.

Just a word in conclusion about our horse market. We are told that
the Canadian horse market will not be injured, but so an authority
a8 my honorable friend from Dundas, Mr. Broder, pointed out to the
satisfaction of every honorable member of this house that the market
for horses in the United States is not as good as that in Canada. He
.ghowed that the average price received the farmers in the United
States for horses last year was $118, while the Canadian farmers re-
ceived £133. I have here a table showing the quotations in Toronto and
Chicago on March 24, 1911:

lus throngh our

Horses.
Toronto. | Chicago.
Heavy draft:
St wine. man| o
# mds......nueee
Ghniee:ﬁlju,}&m pounds and over 250~ 800 175- 225
Fair, 1 160- 200 150~ 200
160- 225 165~ 200
100- 150 100- 180
E 175~ 250 160~ 250
Drivers 150 260 175~ 300
Baddlers. 150~ 275 160- 350

With the exception of drivers and saddle horses, the gr!ces at Chicago
are lower than those in Toronto. The heavy horses which our farmers
have been producing are lower in Chicago than in Toronto, and the
market for (Q.nnadian horses to-day 18 our great northwest. That will be
our market for years to come. ut by this arrangement we are allow-
ing the American farmers, who are closer to our western country than
are the farmers of Ontarlo and Quebec, to sell their horses there on
equal terms with our own. Even the Province of Manitoba, which has
horses to sell, wiil have to meet that American competition.

I have here a letter written by one of the greatest horsemen In the
Western States regarding the effect whith this rec!rroclty pact is llkelf
to have. This letter Is written by Mr. R, ¥, Willlams, of 8t. Paunl,
representing one of the largest horse-dealing firms In the United
Btates—Barrett & Zimmerman. He writes as follows:

“ To the Farmers:

“In compliance with your requ we are glad to state our view
of the prop%sed reeiprocfty tr%qv:]th Canada, from the standpoint
of horse ralsers, breeders, and dealers,

“ Minnesota and adjointn;i States are rapidly for, to the front as
horse-raising States. The high price of horses during recent years has
caused every farmer in our Northwest to buy mares and plan to
raise a few market horses, thinking the at demand, caused by the
settling up of new lands in the Wes%, would c.t.nntlnue. The lands avail-
able to homestead entry are about settled up.

He Is speaking of the United States, of the Western States, where
some years ago homesteads were being opened :tg and there was a
demand for horses. Now, however, he says, all that country is prac-

tically taken up, and there are no new settlers coming in, as in the
Cana ;g nort.gwest. and consequently the market for horses has
decreased :

“The lands avallable to homestead entry are about settled up, and
the demand for horses with which to o up new lands Is on the
decrease., Moreover, the automobile is taking the place of horses in our
large cltles. With a rapidly decreasing horse demand at home "—

wounld like some honorable gentleman opposite to listen to this,
who tell us that reciprocity will not affect our horse market—

“ With a rapldly decreasing horse demand at home and a great In-
erease in the number of co foaled annually, the American horse
raiser will soon have a large surplus of horses; and if we do not have
a market for them horses will take a decided drop in value in the very
near future. It is évident that the omly log'lcal market the American
horse raiser can hope for is western Canada.

Now, I would like the farmers of Ontario who are engaged In the
breeding of heavy horses to notice this:

* No country in the world needs so many horses as western Canada.
With the duty off thousands of carloads of American horses will be
ship across the line In the next few years and practically double
our local markets and dglve an outlet for all the surplus horses our farm-
ers ralse at stable and profitable values.”

I would like to know how the horse raisers of the Dominion of
Canada are going to come out on this phase of the reciprocity pact. We
have a great market in Canada for horses. The Americans engaged’ in
the horse trade admit this themselves—that it is the only growing
market on the continent of America. We have hundreds of thousands
of immigrants pouring into the Weuthand they can not bring their
horses with them. The farmers of Ontario and Quebec can raise these
horses and supply them just as well as the farmers of Minnesota and
ndjo!n!nghostntes. And I believe that the farmers of this country are
entitled their home market without being intruded on by the Amer-
icans. Just to show what our interprovincial trade has been in horse
I looked up the Ontario statistics, and I find that in 1909 Ontarlo sol
horses to the value of $9,825,476, while we only exported $783,194
worth. Now, I would like to ask the minister of agriculture where
these horses were sold? These horses were sold In the Dominion of
Canada—that is, the farmers of Ontario disposed of them to the people
of our own country, and a majority of these horses, I am convinced,
went into the western mar which we have now lost.

Mr. TayrLor of Leeds. If bill goes through.

Mr. SExsmiTH., If this bill goes through; but I have great hopes

that it will never go through.

In conclusion, I am opposed to this pact as a Canadian farmer. After
going into the facts and studying the markets from an unbiased stand-
point, I feel it my duty to oppose it, and to og se it to the ntmost of
my ability. I oppose it use I am a Canadian citizen, and because
I can see nothin% else in it but the breaking up of our federation. I
oppose it as a British subject, because, to my mind, it will lead to sepa-
ration from the British Empire. We are told, you preach loyalty.
Well, T have heard a great deal of lolya}ty reached on the other side
of the house., They say that there {8 no danger, as they put it; If
I trade with a Jew that does not make me a Jew. Perhaps that lg
logical, but it reminds me of the old Biblical story of Abraham and
Lot. These honorable gentlemen opposite tell us that we ean run our
trade channels north and south instead of east and west; that we can
deal with these Americans, but we will not become annexed. I remem-
ber how we are told that Abraham said to Lot: “ Let there be no strife
between me and thee or between th{oherdmen and my herdmen.” He
said: “ You take east and I will go to the west.” Abraham knew well
what kind of a man Lot was—anxious to grab all the dollars he could,
Lot, with covetous eye, looked toward om, the low-lying, well-
watered land, and he pitched his tent toward Sodom. He had heard
of the people of Bodom, of course. He said: “ I will go down and deal
with these people; there is no danger that because I deal with them I
ghall ever become their fellow ecitizen.” And he went down, and they
began to deal with him. After a while he said: “ Why, these are very
fine geop]e,” and directly they were wining and dlnin{ together. And a
short time afterward what twlé&)!see? y, Lot's family were inter-
married with these people of SBodom, and they became one people. and
Lot lived in Bodom. ut Abraham remained out in the high altitude
and in the open and became the head of a great nation.

Mr. BRISTOW. I submit an amendment to the pending bill,
which I ask may lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will lie on the
table and be printed.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to state that to-mor-
row at the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. PomereNE] I shall ask the indulgence of the Senate to
submit some remarks on the pending bill

HOUR OF DAILY MEETING.

On motion of Mr. PENEOSE, it was

Ordered, That the hour of daily meeting of the Senate be 12 o'clock
meridian until otherwise ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION,

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 25 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Thursday, June 15, 1911, at 12 o’clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS.
Executive nominations received by the Senate June 1}, 1911.
ASSAYERS IN CHARGE OF MINT.

William M. Lynch, of Louisiana, to be assayer in charge of
the mint of the United States at New Orleans, La., under the
provision of the legislative, executive, and judicial appropria-
tion act approved March 4, 1911.

Andrew Maute, of Nevada, to be assayer in charge of the
mint of the United States at Carson, Nev., in place of Roswell
K. Coleord, resigned.

SURVEYOR GENERAL.

Jerome G. Locke, of Livingston, Mont., to be surveyor general

of Montana, vice John Frank Cone, term expired.
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY.
INFANTRY ARM,

Maj. John F. Morrison, Twentieth Infantry, to be lientenant
colonel from June 7, 1911, vice Lieut. Col. Edgar W. Howe,
Hleventh Infantry, retired from active service June 6, 1911,
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Capt. Vernon A. Caldwell, Seventh Infantry, to be major
from June 6, 1911, vice Maj. Robert Alexander, Infantry, unas-
signed, detached from his proper command under the provi-
sions of an act of Congress approved March 3, 1911.

Capt. Edmund L. Butts, Infantry, unassigned, to be major
from Juue 7, 1911, vice Maj. John F. Morrison, Twentieth
Infantry, promoted. : ;

MEDICAL CORPS.

Lient. Col. Henry P. Birmingham, Medical Corps, to be
colonel from June 7, 1911, vice Col. Aaron H. Appel, retired
from active service June 6, 1911.

Maj. Henry C. Fisher, Medical Corps, to be lieutenant colonel
from June 7, 1911, vice Lieut. Col. Henry P. Birmingham,
promoted.

Capt. Cosam J. Bartlett, Medical Corps, to be major from
June 7, 1911, vice Maj. Henry C. Fisher, promoted.

APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY.

Second Lieut. Horace T. Aplington, Twenty-second Infantry,
to be second lientenant of Cavalry with rank from February
11, 1911,

APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Rear Admiral Reginald F. Nicholson to be a rear admiral in
the Navy from the 24th day of June, 1810, in accordance with a
provision contained in an act of Congress approved on that date.

Paymaster Gen. Thomas J. Cowie to be a paymaster general
in the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, from the 1st day of
July, 1910, in accordance with a provision contained in an act
of Congress approved June 24, 1910.

The following-named ensigns to be assistant naval constructors
in the Navy from the 9th day of June, 1011, to fill vacancies:

Edmund R. Norton, and

Andrew W. Carmichael.

The following-named ensigns to be lientenants (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 13th day of Februatry, 1911, upon the
completion of three years' service as ensigns:

Julian H, Collins, and

Stuart W. Cake.

The following-named citizens to be second lieutenants in the
United States Marine Corps from the 9th day of June, 1911, to
fill vacancies:

Bernard F. Hickey, a citizen of New York,

John L. Doxey, a citizen of Arkansas,

Archibald Young, a citizen of New York,

John A. Gray, a citizen of Maryland, and

Andrew M. Jones, a corporal in the United States Marine
Corps.

UNrTEp STATES DISTRICT JUDGE.

Foster V. Brown, of Tennessee, to be United States district
judge for the district of Porto Rico, vice John J. Jenkins, de-
ceased.

UniTep STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEY.

Arthur J. Tuttle, of Michigan, to be United States attorney
for the eastern distriet of Michigan, commencing September 1,
1011, vice Frank H. Watson, whose term has expired.

PoSTMASTERS.
ALABAMA,

Frank W. Slocomb to be postmaster at Headland, Ala. Office

became presidential January 1, 1911,
JLLINOIS.

Joseph C. Holly to be postmaster at McHenry, 111, in place of
Rollin Waite. Incumbent's commission expired January 30,
1911.

William 8. Jenkins to be postmaster at Goleonda, Ill, in place
of John C. Baker, deceased.

KANBAS.

George A. Benkelman to be postmaster at St. Francis, Kans.,
in place of George A. Benkelman. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired February 20, 1911.

KENTUCKY.

Thomas M. Scott to be postmaster at Somerset, Ky., in place
of William M. Catron. Incumbent’'s commission expired Janu-
ary 31, 1911,

MASSACHUSETTS.

Arthur B. Walker to be postmaster at Maynard, Mass., in

place of William R. Hall, deceased.
MINNESOTA.

Ralph Prescott to be postmaster at Le Roy, Minn., in place of

Charles 8. Harden, who failed to qualify.
MONTANA.

Allan Cameron to be postmaster at Bozeman, Mont., in place

of Ira L. Kirk. Incumbent’s commission expired June 22, 1910,

NEW HAMPSHIRE.

William B. Gove to be postmaster at Antrim, N. H., in place
of Albert Clement, deceased.

Cyrus H. Varney to be postmaster at Newport, N. H., in
place of John B. Cooper, deceased.

NEW JERSEY.

James Steel to be postmaster at Little Falls, N, J. Office be-

came presidential October 1, 1907.
NEW YORK,

Minnie N. Slaight to be postmaster at Tottenville (late Bent-
ley Manor), N. Y., in place of Minnie N. Slaight, to change
name of office,

NORTH DAKOTA.

Donald G. McIntosh to be postmaster at St. Thomas, N. Dak,,
in place of Donald G. McIntosh. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired February 28, 1911.

OHIO,

Robert Cleland to be postmaster at Convoy, Ohio, in place of
David M. Riley, resigned.

OREGON.

Herbert H. Mack to be postmaster at Huntington, Oreg., in
place of Henry Fildew, deceased.

UTAH,

William H. Rex to be postmaster at Salina, Utah. Office be-

ecame presidential October 1, 1910.
VERMONT.

Edward B. Hatch to be postmaster at Chelsea, Vt., in place of
Williard 8. Hatch, deceased. -
WYOMING,
John F., Crowley to be postmaster at Fort Russell, Wyo., in

place of John F. Crowley. Incumbent's commission expired
January 1, 1911. 8

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate, June 1}, 1911,
ASSAYER OF MINT.
Andrew Maute to be assayer of mint at Carson, Nev.
ABSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL.

William H. Lewis to be Assistant Attorney General, charged

with the defense of Indian depredation claims.
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY,
CAVALEY ARM,

»First Lient. William 8. Wells to be captain,

First Lieut. William H, Clopton, jr., to be captain.

Second Lieut. Henry J. Reilly to be first lientenant.

Second Lieuf. James J. O'Hara to be first lientenant.

Second Lieut. Albert C. Wimberly to be first lieutenant.

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS,

Capt. Earle D’A, Pearce to be major.
First Lieut. Frederic H. Smith to be captain.
FIELD ARTILLERY ARM,
Maj. Charles T. Menoher to be lieutenant colonel,
Capt. Adrian 8, Fleming to be major.
First Lieut. Charles G. Mortimer to be captain.
Second Lieut. Harold E. Marr to be first lieutenant,
INFANTRY ARM.
Lieut. Col. Robert N. Getty to be colonel.
Maj. Robert L. Hirst to be lieutenant colonel.
Capt. Ernest B. Gose to be major.
Capt. Paul A. Wolf to be major.
Capt. George D. Moore to be major.
Capt. Willis Uline to be major.
Capt. Charles C. Clark to be major.
Second Lieut. Cushman Hartwell to be second lieutenant of
cavalry.
CHAPLAIN,

Chaplain George D. Rice to be chaplain with the rank of
major.
APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY,

MEDICAL RESERVE CORFS,

To be first lieutenants,
Ira Ayer.
Henry David Brown.
William Joseph Condon.
Timothy Francis Goulding.
George Edward Maurer,
James Edwin Mead.
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Louis Allaire Molony.
Sylvester Franeis O'Day.
David Michael Roberts,
Stanley Sevier Warren.
Robert Barker Williams.
Ernest Brindley Dunlap.
Daniel Brannen Edwards.
James Vincent Falisi.
James Graham Flynn,
John Tucker Halsell.
Irving McXNeil

‘Lee Whitmore Paul.
Fred Allen Pittenger.
Walter Leon Teaby.
James Lyman Whitney.
John Wesley Edwards.
Theodore Bruce Beatty.
William Thomas Belfield,
Forest Alvin Black.

John William Colbert.
James Frank Corbett. e
James Beaty Eagleson.
Herman William Goelitz,
William Charles Heussy.
Andrew Jackson Hosmer.
Simeon Edward Josephi.
Walter Kelton.

'‘Albert Edward Mackay.
Kenneth Alexander James Mackenzie,
Ray William Matson,
William Porter Mills.
Henry Joseph O'Brien.
Brown Pusey.

Alpha Eugene Rockey.
John Osgood Rush.
*Austin Ulysses Simpson.
Alan Welch Smith.
George Flanders Wilson.
Daniel Webster Fetterolf.
Edgar Smith Linthicum.
Reynolds Cornelinus Mahaney.

POSTMASTERS.
NEW HAMPSHIRE,
William B. Gove, Antrim.
Cyrus E. Varney, Newport.
NEW YORK.

John Maddock, jr., Larchmont.
Wilmer D. Sharpe, Loomis. .

OHIO.
Alva D. Alderman, Marietta.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

WepNespay, June 14, 1911,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D, D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in heaven, we thank Thee for our national en-
sign, a thing of beauty, which stands for law and order, liberty,
justice, equal rights, peace and good will to all men; that it has
become a national feature to eelebrate in song and story its
official birth and incomparable history in our public schools, by
patriotic societies, and the people in general. Grant, O God,
that the ideals which it represents may more and more ebtain;
that it may float on in peace over a happy, prosperous, God-
loving people forever. In the name of the Prince of Peace.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY.
The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. AMr, Speaker, I move that the proceed-
ings under Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with for to-day.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the proceedings under Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with,
The question being taken, and, two-thirds voting in the
affirmative, the motion was agreed to.
THE WOOL SCHEDULE.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, T move that the House re-
solye itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the

state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill

| (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of

wool,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on
wool and manufactures of woel, with Mr. Hay in the chair.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Kentueky [Mr. Hepm].

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, on yesterday, when the gentle-
man from Pemmsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] was addressing the
House, he made a characterization of myself that I do not think
I should permit to pass unnoticed. I shall not undertake to
reply to the gentleman in kind, preferring to follow the manner
of gentle breeding rather than that of the coarse and rough.

During the course of his remarks he had, to his apparent
satisfaction, successfully established the error of the statement
of the leader of the Democratic Party in his opening statement
with reference to the bill under discussion regarding the pres-
ent condition of the Treasury, and was proceeding to show
how the Treasury of the United States was bulging and ple-
thorie, and at that time I ventured to inquire whether or not
the work on the Panama Canal having pregressed since 1902,

and all the expenses incident thereto having been borne by the -

current revenues of the Treasury, that it oceurred to me that
if the Treasury was in the wholeseme and healthy condition
that it had been since the inauguration of that work, it was
unnecessary to issue the fifty millions of 3 per cent bonds that
are now being advertised for sale, carrying an annual interest
burden of $1,500,000 to be added to the present $21,000,000
annual interest account we are now earrying; that if the Treas-
ury had been able to carry this expense of over $200,000,000
without the issue of bonds, I questioned the wisdom of issuing
bonds at present to refund to the Treasury the amount of
money that had beem expended heretofore in the construction
of the canal, notwithstanding the faet that the right to issue
such bonds had existed since August, 1909. It struck me as
a little strange that if the Treasury is in the condition de-
scribed by him at this very particular time it was necessary
for the Secretary of the Treasury to issue these bonds now.
That statement he eharaeterized as ignorant, and coming from
an intelligence so ignorant as not to be werthy of an answer,
and immediately, with muech show of feeling, refused to yield
further in order that I might reply te him and have been com-
pelled to wait umtil this time to do so.

And yet I fail to see, Mr., Chairman, where his charaeteriza-
tion applies; and for myself, having made this statement, I am
willing for that accusation to rest upon the person who should
bear sueh a characterization, and I leave it to the Rrcorn to
show whether the gentleman merits his own characterization,
or whether I deserve it. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to eall attention to the
fact that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzerr] was
not in his seat this morning during the remarks of the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

I now yleld one hour to the gentleman from Yisconsin [Mr.
BERGER].

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, it is hardly necessary for me
to explain how highly I appreeiate the honar of being a member
of this House.

There is probably no other legislative body in the world in
which there are so many earnest, bright, and interesting men.
However, you interpret things as you see them, and you see
them from the point of view of your class—the capitalist class.

The first question you naturally ask of any new Member is,
What is your message?

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a message to deliver from the
most advanced and intelligent section of the toiling masses—
from millions of men and women.

If you will bear with me in patience for an hour I shsll try
to deliver a part of that message to the best of my ability.

I am told that oratory counts for little or nothing in this
House—that you want facts. I am very glad of that, because
I hope to convince you within 5 minutes that I am not an
orator, and within 10 minutes that I have some facts.

Now, gentlemen, I just ask you kindly to overlook my Mil-
waukee accent, but to overlook nothing else. [Launghter.]

Some of the gentlemen here have repeated the old threadbare
fallacy that the high tariff is to protect labor.

Now, I want it understeod that there is no sueh thing as
protection to labor imn any 4ariff bill. I want to say this in
the name of the many millions of enlightened workingmen in
this country, and in all other civilized countries, who think for
themselves.
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